PHED COMMITTEE #1-2
October 1, 2007

MEMORANDUM
September 28, 2007

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee

FROM: GOGlenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director
Michael Faden, Senior Legislative Attorney

SUBJECT: FY 2007-2009 Growth Policy

In July the PHED Committee, the Management and Fiscal Policy (MFP) Committee, and
the full Council reviewed the Planning Board’s Final Draft FY 2007-2009 Growth Policy and the
subsequent hearing testimony, correspondence, and staff comments. Subsequently, the Council
President transmitted to the Board’s Chair a memo with potential options and modifications for
further consideration and analysis. Councilmembers Praisner and Berliner also sent a memo
about the Sustainability section of the Growth Policy, and Councilmembers Floreen and Knapp
asked for an analysis of impact tax recommendations on the County’s economy.

The Board worked on these issues over the summer, culminating in a new set of
recommendations approved at its September 27 meeting. In summary, the Board reaffirmed its
original recommendations on the school facilities test and the transportation and school impact
taxes, but it revised its recommendations on both transportation adequacy tests (Policy Area
Mobility Review and Local Area Transportation Review) and no longer recommends an increase
to the Recordation Tax to fund public school capital projects and Montgomery College
information technology projects. The Board also fleshed out its proposed work program for the
Sustainability and Design Excellence portions of the Growth Policy. Since there are no
measures to be taken regarding Sustainability or design Excellence by November 15 (the
deadline for the Council to adopt a new Growth Policy), discussions about the work program
would be most fruitful as part of the Planning Board’s semi-annual report on October 16.

The Board’s recommendations are described on @A-N. The Planning Board Chair and
staff will brief the Committee on its recommendations and take questions. Council staff will be
prepared to make recommendations at the October 8 PHED Committee meeting on the adequacy
tests and at the October 15 MFP Committee meeting on the impact taxes and recordation tax.



Attachments
Summary of Planning Board’s September 27 recommendations
July 26 memo from the Council President to the Planning Board Chair regarding
options and modifications to be studied, including suggestions from the
Action Committee for Transit and the Coalition for Smarter Growth
July 17 memo from Councilmembers Praisner and Berliner about Sustainability

July 30 response from the Chair to Councilmembers Praisner and Berliner

September 18 memo from Councilmembers Floreen and Knapp about the
Growth Policy and economic development

Planning staff packet for the Planning Board’s September 27 worksession

September 28 memo from Jim Humphrey of the Montgomery County Civic Federation
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l ’ MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM

Date: September 24, 2007
To: The Honorable Marilyn Praisner, President

The Montgomery County Council

From: Royce Hanson, Chairman
The Montgomery County Planning Board

Re: Growth Policy Recommendations

| am pleased to transmit for your consideration the recommendations of the
Montgomery County Planning Board on the Growth Policy issues identified by the
Council for further research and analysis. |, along with Planning Department staff, will
present these recommendations to you and the members of the Planning Housing and
Economic Development Committee on Monday, October 1, 2007.



Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD’S RECOMMENDED
DECISION POINTS FOR THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL

The Planning Board recommends that the Council make the following decisions:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Amend the Growth Policy Resolution and the Planning Department’s Work Program
to direct the Planning Board to develop a set of Sustainable Quality of Life indicators
that can be used to guide and assess the effects on the environment, ecenomy, and
social equity of land use and other public policies, including master plans, capital
programming, and the design of centers, communities, and public facilities. These
indicators should be produced within 18 months and be developed with the
involvement of other agencies, expert advisers, and broad public participation.

Amend the Growth Policy Resolution to direct the Planning Board to prepare a
report and recommendations not later than July 1, 2008 for measures to promote
excellence in the sustainable design of newly built and redeveloped places and
public facilities subject to Mandatory Referral. This report should precede or
accompany the first phase of the revision of the Zoning Ordinance.

Adopt Policy Area Mobility Review, as revised, as a threshold test for determining
the extent to which new development projects must mitigate transit and/or arterial
mobility in meeting Adequate Public Facility requirements.

Require that development proceed only with full trip mitigation in any policy area
where either the arterial or transit level of service is “level of service is "F".

Direct the Planning Board, with the aid of the Executive, to prepare a Growth Policy
amendment that would replace PAMR and LATR in Metro station policy areas with a
broad requirement for trip mitigation from new development. The amendment will
be delivered to the Montgomery County Council by March 2008 accompanied by an
analysis of the development review and monitoring activities that would be
required. In the interim, the Planning Board recommends that the Growth Policy
allow development projects located in Metro station policy areas to use the '
Alternative Review Procedure in lieu of PAMR and LATR tests that requires paying
double the Transportation Impact tax and enter into a Trip Mitigation Agreement.

Retain Local Area Transportation Review for all projects, with the following
refinements: -

a) Where an intersection CLV exceeds the standard for its Policy Area in the
background condition, a development project must reduce the CLV level below .
the background condition by an amount equal to half the number of trips
attributable to the project.
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

7}

8)

b} Require the Planning Board to broaden the study area requirements for very
large development applications and direct it to amend its guidelines on the
number of intersections to be included in LATR studies for projects generating
more than 1750 vehicle trips.

¢} Recognize that the urban design and transit amenity goals in Germantown Town
Center justify resetting the congestion standard at 1600, rather than 1450.

Amend the Growth Policy Resolution to direct the Planning Board to conduct the
following studies to guide decisions in the 2009 Growth Policy revisions:

a)" A comprehensive parking management study for the county to consider
how parking can be better employed as a travel demand management tool,
particularly in Metro station policy areas.

b} A study of how, and where, proximity to various levels of transit service and
pedestrian connectivity can be used as a basis for actions required to meet
area and local mobility standards.

i} Evaluation of a multi-modal quality of service requirement to provide a
more seamless integration of pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and auto .
modes.

ii) Feasible revisions of mechanisms such as CLV standards, sliding scales to
match trip reduction goals, the duration of Transportation Mitigation
Agreements, and impact tax rates.

iif) Identification of more pedestrian and transit-oriented urban areas,
other than Metro Station Policy Areas, which may be eligible for
different standards.

c) A study of options to increase efficiency in the allocation of development
capacity, including the trading of capacity among private developers.

Authorize the Planning Board to convene by December 2007 a technical working
group consisting of staff from MNCPPC, DPWT, SHA, transportation consultants,
Interest groups such as the Action Committee for Transit and Coaiition for Smart
Growth, to work with an independent consultant to consider and test various
proposals, and practices in other jurisdictions, and to recommend appropriate
changes in approaches, standards, and measures that should be adopted in the
administration of Growth Policy or in its subsequent revision.

a) The group should deliver a report on measures of effectiveness by June 2008,
including measure to encourage and support changes in individual
transportation choices that reduce the number of trips in prime commuting
times;

2
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

b) recommendations on performance standards by September 2008; and

¢) recommendations on mitigation approaches by March 2009.

9) The Growth Policy Resolution should require a School Facilities Payment when
enrollment in enroliment exceeds 110 percent of MCPS Program Capacity, and
prohibit development when enrollment exceeds 135 percent of MCPS Program
Capacity.

10) The School Facilities Payment should equal the County cost per-pupil of school
infrastructure. '

11) The Transportation Impact Tax and School Impact Tax should be set at rates that
reflect the full County cost of planned increases in the capacity of the respective
facilities needed to meet the needs generated by new growth.

12) The School Impact Tax should be applied only to residential development.

13) The recordation tax should not be raised to provide funding for increases in
enroliment resulting from neighborhood turnover.

14) Affordable Housing Units should be excluded for the transportation and school
impact taxes.

15) Impact tax rates should be phased in three installments over the course of a year.

16) The Planning Board concurs with staff on all other issues that they raised in their
September 27 memo. Many of these staff recommendations expressed continued
support for positions that the Planning Board took in its May 21st report. Unless
otherwise noted here, the Board continues to support its May 21 positions.



Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

REASONS FOR THE RECOMMENDATIONS

1 Amend the Growth Policy Resolution and the Planning Department’s Work
Program to direct the Planning Board to develop a set of Sustainable Quality of
Life Indicators that can be used to guide and assess the effects on the
environment, economy, and social equity of land use and other public policies,
including master plans, capital programming, and the design of centers,
communities, and public facilities. These indicators should be produced within
18 months and be developed with the involvement of other agencies, expert
advisers, and broad public participation. ‘ '

e As Montgomery County has matured and as the public has become
increasingly aware of the implications of global warming, the energy
crisis, and the measures that will be necessary in tributary watersheds to
protect the Chesapeake Bay, the time has come to refocus county policy
on the sustainability of our development. A Growth Policy keyed
essentially to the adequacy of facilities has tended to encourage spraw!
at a time when livable density should have high priority. In short,
building policy on “adequacy” is inadequate to the challenges the county
must confront these challenges.

e Planning for, and establishing indicators of sustainable quality of life wil
move the county in a positive, reinvigorating direction, and raise
awareness of opportunities, choices, issues and potential solutians.

* Anindicators program can serve as a touchstone, or reference point, that
helps ensure that the County’s many different planning and
implementation are moving in the same, desired direction. For example,
the indicators program will inform, and clarify the objectives, of each of
the Board’s recommended initiatives that follow.

2. Amend the Growth Policy Resolution to direct the Planning Board to prepare a
report and recommendations not later than July 1, 2008 for measures to
promote excellence in the sustainable design of newly built and redeveloped
places and public facilities subject to Mandatory Referral. This report should
precede or accompany the first phase of the revision of the Zoning Ordinance.

e Improved design is critical to achievement of environmental, energy, and
livability goals. Design allows us to most efficiently use the existing
capacity of our natural systems and public facility networks.

» Well-designed communities are essential to a sustainable quality of life.
As we use the term, “design” is practical, not ephemeral. It is focused an
meeting specific functional objectives, not to debate matters of taste or

4
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

policy:.

decoration. Design is the process through which we can ensure that new
development projects and public facilities meet the public’s objectives.

e Because future growth will increasingly be infill and redevelopment, each
additional component — new private development or new public facility -
must be designed with great care to enhance the community of which it
is a part.

e Design is important, at bottom, because people care about it. When
issues of design are at stake, the Planning Board is likely to have a long
list of speakers at a public hearing. When those speakers testify, it is clear
that they are speaking from the heart about an issue that is important to
them and to their daily lives.

Adopt Policy Area Mobility Review, as revised, as a threshold test for
determining the extent to which new development projects must mitigate
transit and/or arterial mobility in meeting Adequate Public Facility .
requirements

Policy Area Mobility Review has several advantages as an instrument of growth

It focuses on the average experience of both the auto and transit usersina
policy area. This makes it possible annually to assess whether relative travel
times for residents of an area.improve or worsen. Because it portrays the
relative travel times for each mode of travel, it takes into account the role of
transit. This provides a basis for identifying and addressing both roadway
and transit conditions and making strategic judgments about where to apply
capital and operational resources.

It is efficient and straightforward to administer in the subdivision process.
The Planning staff will annually update the information for each policy area,
eliminating the need for expensive and time-consuming analyses by
applicants and review of these studies by staff.

It makes it possible for an applicant to know in advance of filing whether it
will be required to incur costs and/or provide special measures to mitigate
congestion or reduce trips.:

All projects proposed in areas where the relative mobility of roads and transit
are unacceptable, as measured by national standards, must provide full
mitigation in order to proceed.

The modification of PAMR requires projects that are in areas that are close to
the line separating acceptable from unacceptable travel times to provide a
proportionate level of mitigation and/or trip reduction measures.

5
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Maontgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

o Projects in policy areas that are within the triangle formed by a line
connecting the “steps” of the PAMR graph, must mitigate a portion of
the project’s trips, based on their distance from unacceptable
performance.

o Since the overall objective of the policy is to promote sustainability,
projects that are in areas that are approaching unacceptable average
experiences should be required to provide measures to improve
conditions rather than contribute to their deterioration.

4. Require that development proceed only with full trip mitigation in any policy
area where either the arterial or transit level of service is “level of service” is

"F"-

The Planning Board’s original transmittal contained language that
suggested that either arterial or transit levels of service of “F” could be
considered acceptable if the corresponding factor had a leve! of service of
“p.” Recognizing that F levels of service are never acceptable, the
Planning Board recommends including this prohibition in the Growth
Policy resolution.

5. Direct the Planning Board, with the aid of the Executive, to prepare a Growth
Policy amendment that would replace PAMR and LATR in Metro station policy
areas with a broad requirement for trip mitigation from new development. The
amendment will be delivered to the Montgomery County Council by March
2008 accompanied by an analysis of the development review and monitoring
activities that would be required. In the interim, the Planning Board
recommends that the Growth Policy allow development projects located in
Metro station policy areas to use the Alternative Review Procedure in lieu of
PAMR and LATR tests that requires paying double the Transportation Impact
tax and enter into a Trip Mitigation Agreement. ‘

The County Council and members of the general public requested that
the Planning Board re-examine its recommendation that developmentin
Metro station policy areas be treated the same as development in other
policy areas under PAMR. Among the arguments that the Board found
persuasive: that the transportation impacts of development in Metro
station policy areas are quantitatively different than development in
other areas.

The Planning Board recommends replacing PAMR and LATR in Metro
station policy areas with a trip mitigation requirement because it would
enforce and strengthen the expected benefit of locating development

6
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

near high quality transit. For example, it may be that one can routinely
expect development in Metro station areas to achieve at least a 25
percent non-driver mode share. Unless the project is designed and
programmed to support non-auto use, however, those non-driver mode
shares may not be achieved. On the other hand, a well designed project
with programmatic support will be able to achieve improved non-driver
mode shares. :

e This proposal, as does the Board’s other major proposal for PAMR, moves
away from a situation where most development projects receive “free”
development capacity while an unlucky few — those who wish to move
forward when the area is “inadequate” — have major transportation
improvement conditions placed on them. Requiring each project to
provide partial mitigation of auto trips may yield greater overall benefit
than requiring a few projects to mitigate 100 percent of their trips (which
would be the case if PAMR were applied in Metro station areas).

o The Planning Board is recommending that the initiative proceed as a
Growth Policy amendment by March (instead of immediately) because
this is a completely new concept for treatment of Metro station areas,
which would benefit from additional detail and public comment.

6. Retain Local Area Transportation Review for all projects, with the following
refinements: ‘

e Where an intersection CLV exceeds the standard for its Policy Area in
the background condition, a development project must reduce the CLV
level below the background condition by an amount equal ta half the
number of trips attributable to the project.

e This proposal would condition approval on the development
project improving conditions at these intersections by up to 150%
of the trips generated by the development project.

e These are our most congested intersections. Simply requiring new
projects to “not make the situation worse” is not acceptable to
County residents.

« Such a requirement is justifiable legally (other jurisdictions
successfully apply this approach) and essential to maintaining
acceptable service levels.

¢ Require the Planning Board to broaden the study area requirements for
very large development applications and direct it to amend its

7
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

guidelines on the number of intersections to be included in LATR
studies for projects generating more than 1750 vehicle trips.

« This requirement would add to the certainty in the development
review process for both applicants and members of the general
public.

e Recognize that the urban design and transit amenity goals in
Germantown Town Center justify resetting the congestion standard at
1600, rather than 1450.

e This departure from current practice is justified because the
current congestion standards undermine, rather than support, the
County’s goals for the Town Center.

7. Amend the Growth Policy Resolution to direct the Planning Board to conduct
the following studies to guide decisions in the 2009 Growth Policy revisions:

e A comprehensive parking management study for the County to
consider how parking can be better employed as a travel demand
management tool, particularly in Metro station policy areas.

« Without effective travel demand management, the County
will not be able to achieve a sustainable high quality of life as
far as transportation is concerned. Managing travel demand
requires comprehensive approaches; of the many options for
managing travel, an effective parking policy is perhaps first
among equals.

« This study will look at the number, pricing, and other
attributes of public and private parking; the relationship of
those attributes to travel demand; and recommending
planning, poticy and regulatory changes to achieve travel
demand management goais.

e This study will require tinkages with the sustainable quality of
fife indicators program and other initiatives that suggest
travel demand management goals for the County.

¢ A study of how, and where, proximity to various levels of transit
service and pedestrian connectivity can be used as a basis for
actions required to meet area and local mobility standards.

« Evaluation of a multi-modal quality of service requirement
to provide a more seamless integration of pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, and auto modes.

8
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

o Feasible revisions of mechanisms such as CLV standards,
sliding scales to match trip reduction goals, the duration of
Transportation Mitigation Agreements, and impact tax
rates.

« |dentification of more pedestrian and transit-oriented urban
areas, other than Metro Station Policy Areas, which may be
eligible for different standards.

¢ The Planning Board agrees with the comments of
Council members as weli as the points contained in
the letters from the Action Committee for Transit and
Coalition for Smarter Growth (ACT/CSG) that we can
continue to improve how the transportation tests
take all modes of travel into account.

s A study of options to increase efficiency in the allocation of
development capacity, including the trading of capacity among
private developers.

« The current practice of allocating development capacity on a
first-come, first served basis; and then prohibiting the trading
of development capacity among developers, is not efficient.
This is because at any point in time, a large fraction of the
County’s development capacity is held by development
projects that are not moving forwa rd.

e The County has addressed this issue in the past by reducing
time limits of APF approvals, and additional reductions are
still necessary, as the Board recommended in May. Thatis a
partial solution. This study would identify additional steps
that could be taken, with a particular emphasis on capacity
trading.

8. Authorize the Planning Board to convene by December 2007 a technical
working group consisting of staff from MNCPPC, DPWT, SHA, transportation
consultants, interest groups such as the Action Committee for Transit and
Coalition for Smart Growth, to work with an independent consultant to
consider and test various proposals, and practices in other jurisdictions, and to
recommend appropriate changes in approaches, standards, and measures that
should be adopted in the administration of Growth Policy or in its subsequent
revision.

@



Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recoinmendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

The group should deliver 2 report on measures of effectiveness by June 2008, including
measures to encourage and support changes in individual transportation choices that
reduce the number of trips in prime cormmuting times; recommendations on performance
standards by September 2008; and recommendations on mitigation approaches by March
2009.

e The Board's objective is to continue to make progress in our transition from
tests that measure how well a facility operates toward tests that measure
the experiences of all users of the transportation network.

e The Board supports the recommendation to work with independent
consultants but notes that doing so will have budgetary implications that the
Board will explore with the Council during the Semi-Annual Report.

9. The Growth Policy Resolution should require a School Facilities Payment when
enrollment in enrollment exceeds 110 percent of MCPS Program Capacity, and
prohibit development when enrollment exceeds 135 percent of MCPS Program
Capacity.

e The current definitions of capacity in the Growth Policy do not reflect the
practical fact that classroom capacity can vary based on how the
classroom is used, and moreover, the fact that classrooms used for the
same purpose may have a different capacity from cluster to cluster.
Basing the school test on MCPS program capacity addresses this issue.

.. The move to program capacity results in a tighter test than currently
used. The Board recommends requiring the School facilities Payment at
110 percent of MCPS program capacity to reflect the fact that there is
judgment involved in both the enrollment forecasts and the assignment
of programs to classrooms.

e The Board's recommendation that moratoria be imposed when
enrollment exceeds 135 percent of capacity reflects the Board's finding
that new development is often not the major contributor to school
enroliment change. '

10. The School Facilities Payment should equal the County cost per-pupil of school
infrastructure.

« The School Facilities Payment is a useful tool to help prevent clusters
from becoming unacceptably crowded. In order to perform that function,
the payments should be commensurate with the cost of constructing
school infrastructure.

10
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

11. The Transportation Impact Tax and School Impact Tax should be set at rates
that reflect the full County cost of planned increases in the capacity of the
respective facilities needed to meet the needs generated by new growth.

 The Planning Board’s impact tax recommendations are careful to charge
new development only for its share of the cost of these new facilities.
New development will increase demand on other public facilities for
which an impact tax is not charged. Overall, these impact taxes only

partially recapture the benefits private landowners receive from previous
public investments.

o The analysis conducted and reviewed by the Planning Board does not
" support the view that impact tax rate changes will have an effect on the
County’s economy. Therefore, there is no economic basis for rejecting
the full rates recommended by the Planning Board. Impact taxes are a
small component of the overalt cost of construction in Montgomery
County relative to their importance to maintaining the quality of public
facilities.

12. The School Impact Tax should be applied only to residential development.

¢ The Planning Board recommends that the County continue the current
practice of charging the School Impact Tax only on development projects
that are of the type that generate school students. '

13. The recordation tax should not be raised to provide funding for increases in
enroliment resulting from neighborhood turnover.

¢ The Planning Board’s previous recommendation was intended to capture
the effect on enrollment of the turnover of existing neighborhoods.

e Upon additional review, the Planning Board agreed that the County has
other taxing mechanisms that can assess the costs of neighborhood
turnover, and of those options, a substantial increase in the recordation
tax may not be the best one.

14. Affordable Housing Units should be excluded for the transportation and school
impact taxes.

e The Planning Board continues to recommend that only the affordable
units in a development project be exempt from the impact tax. In the
Board’s view, Workforce Housing units are not sufficiently affordable to
warrant the impact tax exemption. ‘

15. Impact tax rates should be phased in three installments over the course ofa
year.

11
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Toward a Sustainable Growth Policy for Montgomery County
Recommendations of the Montgomery County Planning Board
September 28, 2007

e The phasing is to reduce harm to those devefopers with development
projects with narrow profit margins that will move to construction very
soon.

e The phasing recommended by the Planning Board is longer than the
County has historically used for impact tax rate changes, even significant
ones.

e Partial phasing (rather than a full implementation delay) decreases the
likelihood that developers will accelerate project approvals simply to beat
a rate hike.

e The Planning Board notes that increased costs over the course of
constructing a development project are routine and typically built into
construction budgets. Increased impact taxes have been the subject of
public discussion since early in 2007.

16. The Planning Board concurs with staff on all other issues that they raised in
their September 27 memo. Many of these staff recommendations expressed
continued support for positions that the Planning Board took in its May 21*
report. Unless otherwise noted here, the Board continues to support its May
21 positions.

12
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30 2007
MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL ‘JUL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND OFFICE GF THE CHAIRMAN
. iEf':EKMA.l\l{‘WL.ﬁJ‘dD NATIONAL CAPITAL
MEMORANDUM RH AND PLANNING COMMISSION

QFFICE OF THE COUNCIL PRESIDENT

July 26, 2007

TO: Royce Hanson, Chairman
Montgomery County Planning Board
FROM: Marilyn J. Praisner W
' Council President

1

SUBJECT:  Growth Policy options and modifications for further study

For our July 19 worksession our staff compiled a list of options and modifications to the
Final Draft Growth Policy that the Management and Fiscal Policy Committee or the Planning,
Housing, and Economic Development Committee wished to consider—in addition to the
Planning Board’s recomimendations—when the Council returns from its summer recess. During
" the worksession my colleagues recommended - some other proposals to explore, and,
subsequently, some other ideas have been expressed.

Attached is a revised bullet list of options and modifications, plus a set of ideas put
forward by Councilmember Elrich. Some of these options and modifications will require
varying amounts of staff work. '

We hope to return to Committee worksessions as soon as the Planning Board is able to
prepare this information and/or any other new proposals it wishes to develop. I understand the
Planning staff needs time to conduct these analyses (while working around vacation schedules)
and that the Board will need time to review them and make its recommendations. The two
committees and the full Council will also need sufficient time to review any new information or
proposals. We will work to coordinate our respective schedules in order to meet the November
15 statutory deadline. :

CC: Councilmembers
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Options and Modifications to the Final Draft Growth Policy
raised by the PHED and MFP Committees and individual Councilmembers

Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR):

draw different thresholds between ‘adequate’ and ‘inadequate’

calculate housing and jobs ceilings so as to better achieve the jobs/housing balance
recommended by the Transportation Policy Report

recognize better transit mobility in Metro Station Policy Areas (MSPAs)

count 4 years of transportation capacity

develop a staging mechanism for all policy areas where there is not already master plan

staging based on transportation {e.g., Bethesda CBD, North Bethesda, Glenmont, Shady
Grove)

consider recommendations from Coalition for Smarter Growth (CSG) and Action
Committee for Transit (ACT)

consider how to direct growth to planned transit stahons without overwhelming the
roadway network

Local Area Transportatibn Review (LATR):

L

s & & &

tighten CLV standards in suburban and rural policy areas

increase the geographic scope of analysis for larger developments

limit the higher intersection congestion allowed resulting from the Alternative Review
Procedure for MSPAs to 200 CLV over the applicable LATR standard

allow queuing analysis outside MSPAs

require some mitigation of ‘background’ traffic if congestion exceeds the LATR standard
consider recommendations from CSG and ACT

loosen CLV standards in the 1-270 Corridor and near future Corridor Cities transitway
and Purple Line stations

School test:

draw different thresholds between ‘adequate’ and ‘inadequate’

calculate housing ceilings

compare enrollment to capacity in 4 years

eliminate the Special Facilities Payment provision

introduce a “ceiling flexibility’ provision

use 100% Program Capacity for each school service area as threshold for Special
Facilities Payment and 110% of Program Capacity for each school service area as
threshold for moratorium

Sustainability:

]

respond to the letter from Councilmembers Praisner and Berliner regarding quality of life
indicators

Recordation Tax:

compare proposed rates to those in Northern Virginia jurisdictions

solicit an opinion from the State Attorney General about means for ‘making the
recordation tax more progressive {the Council will manage this request)

@



Transportation impact tax:
e setrates at more than 50% but less than 100% of margmal cost recovery

set housing rates by square footage
introduce progressivity into the rates, especially for residential development

" allocate transportation rates across land uses by relative daily and peak hour trip
generation and trip length
set rates by subareas and limit spending to the subarea where the tax is collected
merge Clarksburg into the General District ‘
eliminate certain geographic restrictions on use of funds
repeal requirement to match impact tax spending with other County funds
increase tax in MSPAs to 75% of the General District
exempt all units in developments with more than 30% affordable housing
discount workforce housing units
tie biennial rate adjustment to a construction cost index
consider recommendations from CSG and ACT
exempt strategic economic development

School nmpact tax:
. set rates at more than 50% but lcss than 100% marginal cost recovery
set housing rates by square footage
use student generation factors based on the type of housing paying the tax
introduce more progressivity into the rates
exempt all units in developments with more than 30% affordable housing
discount workforce housing units
set biennial rate adjustment to a construction cost index




LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

1)

2)

3)

Adopt a County-wide standard of a level of service “D”. While it is not always -
attainable, and has been surpassed in many areas, the target should be to restore
conditions to this standard whenever practical, particularly outside the areas where we are
focusing development. In areas with LOS D or better, new development would not be
allowed to result in conditions worse than LOS D.

Definitions of LOS simplified from HCM:

LOS D represents a slightly declining speed and constrained flows that can’t
tolerate disruptions without breaking down. There is reduced room to mancuver.
LOS E represents operating conditions at or near capacity, and minor disruptions
can result in delay. Maneuverability is extremely limited. _

L.OS F is a breakdown in vehicular flow. Vehicles operate at low speeds and are
frequently forced to come to a complete stop.

Levels of service should be expressed using average vehicle speeds, not percentages of
free flow speeds. People need to have an understandable measure that they can relate to,

Levels of service standards should be set for 4 distinct policy areas: the rural zone, the
suburban zone, the urban zone and a metro zone. The metro zone should be a small core
area, centered around a Metro station where job centers will produce higher levels of
congestion within these more urbanized cores. Not all Metro stations are suitable for
designation as Metro policy areas.

~4) AM and PM peak periods should be used to measure traffic flows.

POLICY AREA STANDARDS

1) Policy areas should include recognizable geographic areas of the County. A policy area

may have a sub-area which generally should be a hub situated on the Red Line or other
planned future transit line such as the CCT, or the Purple Line.

In general, a transit-oriented hub could have a higher congestion level than the
surrounding policy area, so that within downtown Silver Spring, Bethesda or
Germantown, a higher level of congestion would be considered acceptable than in the
surrounding policy area.

2) For Policy Area Transportation Review the following tools should be used.

a. Intersection Delay as calculated by the HCM (Highway Capacity Manual)

b. Arterial Level of Service determined by measuring the key arterials within a
policy area, i.e., those arterials that carry the bulk of the traffic to and away from
the job centers. For example, in the Silver Spring area almost all of the traffic is
carried by Georgia Ave and 16™ St, Colesville Rd. and East West Highway. In .
Wheaton, it’s University Blvd, Georgia and Veirs Mill and Bethesda is Old
Georgetown/Rte 410, and Wisconsin Ave.
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¢. Critical Lane Volumes (CLV) can also be used. A possible formula might be:
Rural 1350, Suburban 1500, Key Arterial 1600, CBD 1800.

A policy area where more than half the intersections function at an Intersection LOS of E
or worse, or where the half of the Key Arterials are at 50% (other number?) of free flow speed
(FFS) or worse, or where CLVs on the key arterial exceed 1600 outside of a CBD might be
considered in failure. Remember, most roads have speeds of 35 to 45 mph and free flow
speeds(FFS) are about 90% so, roughly,

Posted Speed Free flow speed 50% Free Flow Speed
35 32 16
40 36 18
45 41 21

'In a CBD, for a short length of the Key Arterial, we might allow an acceptable to be 33% of
FES. In CBD’s, or Metro Policy Areas, the posted speed is generally 35mph, so this would
allow speeds as low as 1 1 mph — pretty slow, but maybe acceptable in the core.

| guess there a couple of Ways to think about it.
CBD's could count In a Policy Area Review, but be weighted so that thelr conditions alone don't
bump an area into failure.

In CBD's we could rely more on intersection delay and cueing analysis and on the effect at the
cordon points. | think this is how it was originally done is §S when it was determined that what
happened on a few short blocks of Georgia inside the CBD mattered less than the iImpact on the
roads once the traffic Jeft the CBD.

I'd agree that we wouldn't want to fail everything based on a few short links in a CBD. In fact, inside the
CBD, what we might call the metro area (as opposed to the urban suburban and rural areas) are going to
have to experience somewhat greater congestion than the roads outside the CBDs. The key to any of
this is triggering decisions to really mitigate trips. ’

MITIGATION :

SHORT TERM: In general, development would have to completely mitigate trips where the
LOS is pushed below D, outside of CBD’s and Metro Policy Areas. In the areas where we are
focusing development, a level of service F might be permissible, but not to exceed some level of
degradation ( a CLV of 2000, signal delay of no more than 90 seconds, a speed no less than 8
mph — again suggestions to think about).

LONG TERM: Parking restrictions are the one effective way to mitigate traffic congestion. If
you can’t park, you can’t come by car. Parking pricing policy attempts to address this, but is an
imperfect tool since consumer willingness to pay higher gas prices has beent more elastic than
supposed. Additionally, the absence of adequate transit serves to increase elasticity since no
vigble transit option exists for most trips. An alternative to a pricing policy is to simply limit the
number of parking spaces available for long-term parking based on the number of vehicles that
can enter a target destination during the AM period from 6am to 9am at 2 desired level of

service. !




How would this work? We would determine the number of vehicles coming into 2 CBD during
the AM period and separate through and destination trips. We would set a congestion standard
for the arteries serving the destination and determine how many vehicles can enter the tarpet and
still achieve an acceptable level of congestion. That number, minus through traffic, would
produce the maximum number of [ong-term spaces in the CBD, for example. These spaces

could be public or private, but the sum would have to equal the cap on parking. New '
development would be allowed to build a maximum, rather than minimum, number of spaces and
the bulk would be in public garages. In order to allow all developments to have some on-site
parking, it might be necessary to reduce long-term spaces in public garages.

JOBS/HOUSING BALANCE AND STAGING

We need to restore measures that assess policy areas capacity for both housing and jobs. These
two things are not interchangeable and can’t be reduced to simply “trips.” We need to direct this
last phase of growth, to the extent that it’s outside of the cores, in a way that minimizes the
disconnect between housing and jobs. The old PATR had jobs and housing ceilings and they
should be brought back for the different policy areas.

In addition, staging ceilings are critical. Development cannot be allowed to run ahead of the
infrastructure. It needs to be staged to come on line in conjunction with the needed infrastructure
—we don't need another Clarksburg situation where massive amounts of development were
approved knowing, on the one hand, that successful management of the development depended
on the construction of the CCT while also knowing, on the other hand, that the CCT was no
where to be seen.

NECESSARY FURTHER STUDY

‘We have long known what we should do, but haven’t done it. For too long, we've looked at the
transit problem and at the impending environmental disaster and said, “We need to switch to
transit,”” The problem is that the global “we™ knows that everyone is not going to make that
change, therefore the response is either “People won’t ride buses,” or “You've been drinking the
Kool-Aid.” The truth is that as good as it would be if all of us made the switch, the reality is that
we ail don’t have to. Unclogging the roads, or reducing CO2 emissions does not require
everyone to give up their cars; rather, it requires a finite number of people to be
convinced/incentivized to make that switch, The first two studies that should be done is traffic

_ modeling that determines how much VMT needs to be reduced to negate the projected CO2
increases, and how many trips need to be pulled off the arteries to make them work. Weneed to
know the magnitude of the problem that we’re dealing with and, right now, we don’t know it.

Second, we need to do cordon tests on our CBD’s and Metro Policy areas to determine what
parking capacity might look like and, in tum, how many trips would need to be switched.

Third, we need a review of our CIP projects to insure that the next wave of investment is focused
on projects that address connectivity between job centers and housing with a focus on transit.

0,



Action Committee for Transit Coalition for Smarter Growth

PO Box 7074 4000 Albemarle Street, NW, Suite 310
Silver Spring, MD 20907 ' Washington, DC 20016

July 18, 2007

Hon. Marilyn Praisner
Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850

RE: Growth Policy Alternatives
Dear President Praisner and Councilmembers:

As frequent advocates for smart growth, we want growth management to encourage transit-
oriented development that enables sustainable living and travel behavior. We agree with the
civic activists who say that transit-oriented development is not smart growth ifit doesn’t
minimize growth in car traffic. We share their concern that the County’s growth
management system must encourage only true smart growth, development in transit-rich

_centers and corridors which makes the whole arca more sustainable by improving transit and
pedestrian service and minimizing car travel.

We know that this is possible. Other jurisdictions have done it, starting with Arlington
County, which manages traffic generation through limits on parking spaces and traffic
mitigation agreements. Montgomery County has conducted traffic mitigation through
Traffic Management Districts for some years, but the programs are full of shortcomings in
design and execution.

The County’s goal must be to develop a growth management system that supports true smart
growth; a system which:

is intended to allow development along the transit backbone that does not lead to
major increases in car traffic;,

does not require more road capacity in our transit-served urban centers;

creates an incentive structure for developers seeking project approval that is
balanced among transportation modes, and will promote improvements in transit
and pedestrian facilities as well as automobile access, where appropriate;

- is well-documented and enforced, establishing credibility and inspiring confidence
that it will work as advertised.

The transportation-related growth management system proposed by the Planning Board
comprises three parts — Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMRY), Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR) and impact fees. The PAMR proposal has the potential to achieve the goals
listed above. PAMR seems to make a good start toward regulating growth based on transit
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as well as private vehicle level of service. It proposes a moderate congestion standard that
does not interfere with carrying out policies to encourage transit and pedestrian travel in
Metro station areas and other urban centers. Qur recommendation is to refine the current
proposal in a few ways, and otherwise try it out. After a trial period, further refinements
may well be needed.

The current system for LATR, however, needs much work. The Council should request that
the Planning Board develop a new system that elicits true smart growth, managed by much
more serious and credible Traffic Management Districts.

This letter will comprise:

I

2,

3.

A few proposed refinements to the PAMR;
Request that LATR be remanded to the Planning Board for a new method, and our
criteria for the new method (we suggest that the Council consider retaining one of the

excellent consultants in this field.);

Analysis of the proposed impact fees and proposed changes.

Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR):

Metro station areas should be removed from the larger policy area for separate
review of transportation adequacy. This would address much of the concern raised
that the test was devised to ensure that most areas demonstrate adequacy rather than
assess adequacy. Significant portions of the large policy areas like North Bethesda
are far from decent transit service but are lumped in with areas accessible to high
quality transit.

In general, the emphasis on comparing private car versus transit travel times is
constructive but the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) should be the focus
of reform. LATR should be rewritten to ensure that it balances automobile-oriented
measures with a multi-modal approach. The turrent approach of focusing on vehicle
performance measures to the exclusion of pedestrian, bicycle and transit
level/quality of service in the LATR prevents the APF test from supporting traffic
reduction, pedestrian, bicycle and transit investments that could increase access and
reduce the burden of traffic congestion.

Parking Caps in CBDs: Reinstate a parking cap in the Bethesda CBD and institute a
parking cap in Silver Spring. Parking supply and its management are key
determinants of have many vehicle trips are generated by development. By capping
and managing parking resources, altemative modes of access can be emphasized and
traffic significantly reduced. Parking minimums in the zoning code should be
superseded by an areawide parking cap. Supportive transit, walk and bicycle
investments and policies are required to ensure access to the CBD to support growth
in retail customers,-and better transportation choices for residents and workers.

:



We have urged and we will continue to urge Planning Board and Council members

to adopt a policy of limiting or capping paiking in Metro station areas, and amend
the zoning ordinance to carry out this policy.

Local Area Transportation Review (LATR)

The focus of our concern about the current LATR test is its application in Metro station
areas. We propose that the Council ask the Planning Board to devise a new LATR test. We
suggest the following criteria to guide development of the new test:

Base developers® trip mitigation programs on the need to meet transit and non-auto
driver mode share goals contained in many master plans, especially the sector plans
for Metro station areas.'

Make trip mitigation measures more effective:

o Residential as well as commercial development should be subject to trip
mitigation measures, as is the case in Arlington, Virginia.

o Trip mitigation should be permanent — not disappear after 12 or 15 years.

o Trip mitigation must address parking supply and management including
reduced parking to reduce vehicle trips, separate the cost of parking from
residential and commercial uses so that the cost of parking is not hidden and
so that parking costs can be compared to the cost of riding transit.

o Step up enforcement of commitments made during development review.
Trip reduction goals must be monitored and achieved. If trip reduction goals
are not reached, additional trip reduction measures must be implemented.

Adopt multi-modal performance measures as the basis of the LATR. This test should
be combined with a “fail-safe” test of road congestion, as proposed in the attached
table from Ben Ross. Models that could be adapted to the County’s situation include:
State of Florida’s Multimodal Quality/Level of Service, and Seattle’s street
typologies & multimodal performance measures. Research would be needed to relate

trip mitigation measures to actual road trip reduction and transit/non-vehicular mode
share.

Bicycle/pedestrian master plans and bus service plans should be completed for major
corridors like Rockville Pike and Georgia Avenue. Then projects could be selected
from these facility plans for completion by developers undergoing LATR.

! While we are convinced of the importance of & test of muitimodal mode share in the APF system, we are not
sure how best to apply it. This proposal is one way it could be done, but we leave it to the planners to

recommend the best way. It may be that implementing a mode share goal at the policy area level may be more
effective, in that it would be known at an earlier stage of planning. Then planners and developers would know
to use street design to encourage transit and pedestrian travel, rather than discouraging it with wide roads with

too high design speed.
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Impact Fees:

Further reduce impact fees for all multifamily housing and commercial development
in Metro station policy areas. More multifamily housing and commercial
development should be focused at Metro stations, fees should reflect this priority.

Consider assessing fees on a square footage basis rather than per unit basis beyond a
standard dwelling unit size. Large houses tend to make more demands on pubic
facilities and services. Furthermore, a fee that increases as the size of the unit

increases is a progressive tax, since people with higher incomes tend to buy larger
homes. ‘

The imposition of an impact fee linked to square footage needs to be refined in the
case of multifamily units, particularly at Metro stations. More housing units should
be encouraged. This fee structure should counter the trend of fewer larger housing
units built near Metro. These units tend to be more expensive and house fewer,
smaller-sized households. Smaller units, more bedrooms and less costly units will
better achieve the County’s goals to focus more housing opportunities, and more
affordable housing opportunities near Metro.

Consider assessing transportation impact fees based (partially or entirely) on the
number of new parking spaces rather than square footage or number of housing
units. This impact fee discourages excessive parking supply which is a primary
generator of traffic. Dedicate revenues to improving transit, car sharing, walk and
bicycle facilities in the area. We recommend that the Council ask the Planning Board
to develop a proposal to levy an impact fee on parking spaces, as described.

Coordinate the recordation tax with impact fees to encourage the production of more
housing units rather than fewer of large size. Change the recordation tax to a
progressive tax on housing units above a minimum size.

Thank you for your attention to this rather long and technical letter. We look forward to

working together to give Montgomery County an exemplary system for shaping growth and
creating sustainable communities.

Sincerely,

Ben Ross Cheryl Cort

Action Committee for Transit Coalition for Smarter Growth
Tel. 301-913-2849 . Tel. 202-244-4408 x 112



Attachment 1

Recommended Consultants for Transpoftation Adequacy Analysis

Dr. Richard Dowling

Dowling Associates, Inc.

180 Grand Avenue, Suite 250
Oakland, California USA 94612
Tel. 510-839-1742

Chairman —Transportation Rescarch
Board committee on Highway Capacity
and Quality of Service, Developed the
TRAFFIX traffic impact analysis
software. Dowling Associates, Inc. is a
traffic engineering and transportation
planning consulting firn based in
Oakland, California. Dowling Associates,
Inc. performs provides services including:
Travel Demand Models, Microsimulation,
Traftic Impact Analyses, Cormridor
Studies, Congestion Management.

Dr. Bruce Landis

Sprinkle Consulting Engineers, Inc.
18115 U.S. Highway 41 North, Suite 600
Lutz, FL 33549

Tel. 813-945-7449
Blandiséisprinkleconsulting.com

Landis is primary consultant for Florida
DOT bike / ped leve! of service research
which supports Florida’s multimodal
level/quality of service performance
measures.

Jennifer Toole

Toole Design Group

6525 Belcrest Road, Suite 400
Hyattsville, MD 20782

Tel. 301-927-1900
Jtoole@tooledesign.com

Toole Design Group is a planning and
design firm specializing in multi-modal
transportation.

O,

Jared Ulmer, AICP, EIT
Renaissance Planning Group

200 Sixth Street, NE

Charlottesville, Virginia 22902

Tel. 434.296.2554, Fax 434.295.2543
jnlmericitiesthatwork.com

RPG offers a variety of multimodal
transportation planning services, including
development of multimodal level of
service standards for concurrency
management systems, bicycle and
pedestrian master planning. The firm
specializes in the integration of
transportation system needs assessment
with corresponding financing
mechanisms, based on staff’s extensive
experience with impact fee
methodologies, transportation modeling,
and fiscal impact analysis.

Norm Marshall

Smart Mobility Inc.

16 Beaver Meadow Road #3

PO Box 750, Norwich, VT 05055

Tel. 802-649-5422, Fax: 802 649.3956
nmarshallfcssmartmobility.com

Smart Mobil:ty, Inc. offers customized
services in the computer modeling and
analysis of land use and transportation
systems, and developing alternative
conceptual designs to meet transportation
needs.



Attachment 2

Concept for New Local Area Transportation Test

Numbers are illustrative and subject to change.

Travel times are for round trip on foot from building door.

Level of
Transit Access

Description

CLV Limit for
Building's
Intersection
Analysis

10-minute round trip walk to rail line with
200 daily trains without crossing more than
4 lanes of traffic at a single intersection or
using a pedestrian bridge or tunnel

None

20-minute round trip walk to rail line with
200 daily trains without crossing >6 lanes of
traffic at a single intersection

1600

30-minute round trip walk to rail line with
200 daily trains

OR
10-minute round trip walk to bus line with
132 daily buses without crossing >6 lanes of
traffic at a single intersection

1750

20-minute round trip walk to bus line with
132 daily buses

OR
10-minute round trip walk to MARC station
or bus line with 48 daily buses without
crossing >6 lanes of traffic at a single
intersection

1600

20-minute round trip walk to MARC station
or bus line with 48 daily buses

' OR
10-minute round trip walk to bus line with
24 daily buses

1450

F

Lacks realistic transit access

1350

Notes: {1) Count of daily buses and trains includes trips in both directions. Atend of ling, both arrivals and
departures are counted. (2) If both streets must be crossed at the same intersection, treat it as two intersections when
counting lanes. (3) Turn lanes are included in count of lanes crossed. (4) Walk times include average wait for
traffic signals. For bus lines, start and end points of pedestrian itinerary are stops for bus in opposite directions (not
Author: Ben Ross

same bus stop). .

(2
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MEMORANDUM JUL 17 2007
QFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
ny 7,200 HESARe
To:- Royce Hanson, Chair,
Montgomery County Planning Board
From Marilyn Praisner, Council Prcsidenl/w/g

Roger Berliner, Councilmember fﬁ(M

Subject  Sustainability section of Growth Policy Recommendations

The Growth Policy document transmitted to the Council calls for a new focus on sustainability and
the development of indicators to measure the County's status of attainment. The term
"sustainability" has generated many comments from Councilmembers and the community.
Community members question whether we should be "sustaining” what currently exists within the
growth policy context or working to improve conditions. Furthermore, sustainability as an
environmental or fiscal policy term means different things.

In 1974 as then Chair of the Planning Board, you played a major role in the development of the
County's first Growth Policy Report, a Framework for Action. One of the recommendations of that
first report was the call for the creation of a quality of life indicators program.

We believe the previous quality of life indicators recommendation and the current "sustainability”
indicators recommendation need to be combined. Such an approach would allow the Council, the
Planning Board, the Executive Branch and the public to have a better understanding of the status of
conditions in our County and the relationship of growth to those measures.

The Council's decision to defer action on the growth policy until the fall provides an opportunity
for the Planning Board and staff to provide further information on the sustainability indicators
previously highlighted in your growth policy report and the concept of quality of life indicators.
The County Executive may also have thoughts on this issue especially related to the County's
decision, supported by Council and discussed at meetings of the Management and Fiscal Policy
Committee, to develop a regularly scheduled community survey.

We would appreciate your reaction to our suggestions. Given staff workload associated with the

growth policy, we would appreciate any comments you might have regarding staff support for. this
effort. We hope to discuss this issne Thursday.

CC: Councilmembers
Stcve Farber
Glean Orlin, Marlene Michaslsan
STELLA B. WERNER COUNCIL @FFICE BUILDING, 100 MARYLAND AVENUE, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
240/777=7900 TTY 240/777-7914 FAX 240/777-7988
WWW.CO. MO, MD.US/COUNCIL
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l | MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN

Memorandum
July 30, 2007

To: Marilyn Praisner, Council President
Roger Berliner, Council Member

From: hairman, MCPB

Subject: Sustainability recommendations of the Growth Policy

In your recent memo, you asked how the Planning Board defined sustainability. As defined in
the Growth Policy report, sustainability means: “meeting the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” That is why, for
example, we recommended impact taxes that require new growth to pay the marginal costs of
the key infrastructure—specifically transportation and schools—needed to serve it. That A
prevents passing those costs to future generations as well as current taxpayers. More broadly
applied, the idea of sustainability is to try to improve certain conditions essential to sustain
and improve our environment and reduce energy needs, and certainly to sustain those features
of the county’s economy and communities that advance social equity and provide a high
quality of life.

The limited approach to develop sustainability indicators recommended in the Growth Policy
Report would start with indicators that relate directly to growth policy objectives. A broader
set of indicators would include measurements of other outcomes affecting the quality of life.
Several places around the country are well ahead of us on this score. I had occasion to
examine some of them a few years ago when [ was preparing a State of the Baltimore Region
report for the Goldseker Foundation. The Board recently had a presentation of a GWU
graduate student capstone project that reviewed indicators that are in use in other jurisdictions
and recommended ones that we might use in measuring how well we are achieving objectives
established by our master plans. Creating a set of sustainability indicators is not something we
have {o irvent new, but it is a project that should take substantial staff, official, and public
time and effort to achieve. :

The most important things to keep in mind are:

e Effective indicators require reliable data that are available in fairly uniform time
series, so change can be monitored and reported at regular intervals for a number of
related policy objectives. To the extent possible, we should also select indicators that
can be compiled for smaller geographic areas of the county, such as Planning Areas t0

®

8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Phenc: 301 495.4605  Fax: 301.495,1320
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Memorandum to Marilyn Praisner, Council President
and Roger Berliner, Councilmember
July 30, 2007
" Page Two

facilitate comparisons and to identify areas that need attention but would be masked
by countywide averages.

o Sclection requires careful examination of which set of indicators, of several that may
" be relevant, which can measure centrally important features of a policy objective. In

other words, we have to sharpen and apply Ockham’s Razor to find the best available
indicator of what we want to measure. An example is Years of Life Lost as a single
comprehensive indicator of the state of an area’s public health. Such an index -
encompasses dozens of specific mortality and morbidity indicators, and provides a
summary “outcome” measure. Especially applied to sub-areas of a jurisdiction and to
various population groups, it can lead to searching questions about why this outcome
may vary, and thus, to policy responses designed to affect it.

« The selection of good indicators involves, first of all, reaching agreement on our
overall goals and critical objectives. Only then is it possible to identify what must be
measured to determine whether we are making progress toward achieving those goals
and objectives. This will involve a public process that engages a number of agencies
and participation by the public, probably using an advisory committee of citizens and
experts familiar with a variety of data sources. Producing a good set of indicators
involves not only identification of the qualities we want to know about, but also
making sure there are data that can be used to construct indicators that measure them.

The staff workload involved will need to be assessed in light of any other tasks that emerge
from Council discussions of growth policy. Since the deliberations are extending into the fall,
this is already affecting the work program, and may produce a ripple effect on other
components. When you resume your work on growth policy in September, we will give you a
scope of work, including an estimate of the time and resources required to develop a good
initial set of indicators. '

RH:em
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MEMORANDUM
September 18, 2007
TO: Royce Hanson, Chair, Montgomery C Board

FROM: Councilmembers Nanfy/Floreen and
RE: Annual Growth Policy and Economic Development

The Planning staff and Board worked hard to develop the current Annual Growth Policy
recommendations you sent to the Council this year. As we continue to review your

original proposals, the answers you send to our many questions, and any changes you
make to the initial recommendations, there is one issue that has not been vetted.

Have you considered how your AGP proposals complement or otherwise affect the
County’s economic development policies? Our quality of life and public services are
dependent on an ongoing level of prosperity for the local economy. Qur Fiscal Plan for
the coming 2009 budget assumes increases of up to 2%. Did you measure your AGP
recommendations against the County’s Fiscal Plan? To what extent did you weigh your
proposals against our goals for long-range sustainability?

The Planning Board will be discussing the AGP on Thursday. It would be helpful to
have your thoughts on this question when the Council enters the final stages of our
deliberations.

ee: Marilyn Praisner, Council President
Tim Fixestine, Chief Administrative Officer

STELLA B. WerRNER COUNCIL OFFICE BUILDING, 100 MARYLAND AVENUE, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
240/777-7900 TYY 240/777-7914 FAX24Q/777- 7999
WWW.CO.MO. MO . US/COUNCIL,
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MCPB
Item No. 4
9/27/07

l MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

THE MARYLAND-NATTONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

September 24, 2007

Memorandum
To: - Montgomery County Planning Board -
From: Growth Policy Team

Khalid Afzal, Community-Based Planning

Mary Dolan, Countywide Planning

Pamela Dunn, Research & Technology Center
Roselle George, Research & Technology Center
Dan Hardy, Transportation Planning

Rick Hawthorne, Transportation Planning

Karl Moritz, Research & Technology Center

Re: Further “Toward Sustainable Growth for Montgomery County: A Growth
Policy for the 21° Century:” Addressing Issues Raised in Response to the
Planning Board’s Final Draft 2007-2009 Growth Policy

SUMMARY

In May 2007, the Montgomery County Planning Board transmitted a report to
the Montgomery County Council entitled, “Toward Sustainable Growth for Montgomery
County: A Growth Policy for the 21% Century.” That report responded to the County
Council’s request for analysis and recommendations concerning the County’s growth
policies, impact taxes, and adequate public facilities ordinance. Much of the report
focused on the Planning Board’s recommendation to move beyond adequacy to
sustainability as the key concept underlying growth management in Montgomery
County. Moving beyond adequacy does not mean that the County should no longer
require that public facilities be adequate to support growth. Instead, it is a recognition
that adequacy alone does not encompass all of the aspects of growth that are important
to the County and its future. :

The Planning Board’s report was the subject of public hearings and County
Council worksessions in June and July. When the County Council adjourned for its
August recess, it requested that the Planning Board and staff conduct some additional
analysis based on issues raised by Councilmembers and others over the summer. These
specific issues are included in a memo from Council President Praisner, attached.
Several of the options mentioned in the attachment do not require additional work, but
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others were to be addressed with staff work over the August break — and still others
require more work than can be completed in a month or two.

This memorandum responds to the Council’s request for additional information
about the next steps for both the sustainable growth and design excellence
recommendations for the Planning Board. It addresses the questions, concerns, and
new ideas expressed in response to the proposed transportation and school adequacy
tests, and it provides requested impact tax analysis.

The Council’s Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee is
scheduled to take up the Growth Policy resolution on October 1, and the Management
and Fiscal Policy Committee is scheduled to resume waork on impact tax/recordation tax
issues in mid-October.
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SUSTAINABLE QUALITY OF LIFE

Recommendations

The Planning staff asks that the following recommendations be transmitted to
the County Council for further strengthening the Growth Policy report with respect to
Sustainable Growth.

1) Sustainability should be the overarching vision for decisions about growth and
redevelopment in Montgomery County.

2) The proposed Growth Policy resolution should be amended to require the Planning
Board to combine Sustainability and Quality of Life indicators and develop a set of
Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators.

3) The initiative should involve the public, county agencies and other stakeholders in a
significant, inclusive public participation program to set the vision and goals that will
be used in formulating the Indicators.

4) To the extent possible, the indicators program should be conducted on a timeline s0
that products are available for use as input to the 2009 Growth Policy. Planning staff
notes that our survey of other jurisdictions suggests that similar projects take
between 18 months and two years. '

5) The Planning Board will request supplemental resources to conduct this effort in the
FYO8 work program.

6) As part of the ongoing work program on Growth Policy, propose targets for each
indicator for public review and comment and consideration and adoption by the
Planning Board and County Council.

7) Develop an ongoing public participation process to provide continuous feedback on
progress of the indicators, public policies and programs.

Issues Raised by the Council

As the Chairman’s transmittal letter to the Councii predicted, the majority of the
Council’s worksession time was spent on transportation and schools adequacy and
paying for growth. However, the Planning Board’s sustainability recommendations —
including the establishment of a sustainability indicators program — were positively
received.

Councilmember Knapp asked how the Planning Board’s APFO and infrastructure
financing recommendations moved the County closer toward sustainability. They do so
principally in two ways:

e Policy Area Mobility Review moves the focus of the test for tra nsportation
adequacy away from a roadway-based approach and toward a mobility-based
approach which recognizes that sustainable transportation solutions encompass
more than the automobile.

3
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e Setting impact tax rates to capture 100 percent of the cost of infrastructure is
more fiscally sustainable than allowing new development to create deficits that
must be supported by other sources.

Attached is a memorandum from Councilmembers Praisner and Beriiner
requesting more information about the next steps in the indicators program and
Chairman Hanson’s response. In August and September, Planning staff {with the
aséistance of a graduate intern from the University of Maryland) conducted additional
research on the processes used by other jurisdictions. Staff used this information to
supplement their earlier recommendations, forming the basis of this memo.

During the Council worksession on the Growth Policy (and in the memo from
Councilmembers Praisner and Berliner), we were asked to combine the sustainability
indicators program with quality of life indicators. Although staff does not believe that
quality of life and sustainability are the same thing, there is considerable overlap in the '
two concepts. In concept, the combination of the two into Sustainable Quality of Life
Indicators encompasses the desire to sustain not just adequacy, but to achieve higher
goals. Those goals should still be aimed at a quality of life that does not compromise -
the ability of future generations to have that same quality of life or better.

Planning for, and establishing indicators of a sustainable quality of life for
Montgomery County residents, workers and businesses will move the County in a
positive, reinvigorating direction and provide a direct link to our constituents. Engaging
the public and stakeholders in an ongoing discussion of their vision both quality of life
and sustainability will raise awareness of the opportunities and choices that face the
County and allow positive interaction with our programs and policies.

Well-designed, sustainable growth and development will allow the County to
explore combining many existing efforts with new information and trends to do the
following:

a) Address climate change”

b} Increase proximity of people to work and other desirable activities

¢) Create aninteresting and safe environment**

d) Integrate the natural and built environments*®

e) Include design for active and healthy living*

f} Provide access to high quality transportation and offer transportation choices**

g) Maximize building energy efficiency and utilize environmentally sou nd
construction materials and techniques*

h) Create new and preserve existing open and recreation spaces**

i) Build green*

i) Include a range of housing types and affordability**

L1

* County already pursues this goal in a fimited way
" County already pursues this goal in a substantial way
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k) Reduce the impact on natural resources*

I} Pay the average marginal costs of needed facilities*

m) Work economically for the County**

n) Empower residents to participate in decision making processes**
o) Reflect and respect the values of residents and workers**

p) Promote social equity and fairness*

Summary of Survey of Other Jurisdictions

Planning staff surveyed eight other jurisdictions that have had indicators
programs in place for 2-22 years. All reported that their programs have been valuable,
are still vital and provide useful information to citizens and policymakers. The full report
on the survey, conducted by Brooke Taylor (a graduate student intern) follows.

These programs often have many indicators. The jurisdiction surveyed had
between 19-150 individua! measures that are usually combined into 10 or fewer
categories. Of those surveyed, Jacksonville, Florida and Charlotte, North Carolina were
most similar in population size and area to Montgomery County. The survey found the
following important characteristics of successful programs in four categories:
Developing an Indicators Program

e Start with a clear shared community vision

e Use vision for goal and targets for the indicators.

e Determine whether indicators are descriptive (just state facts, track trends)
or prescriptive (set goals and targets to meet).

e Determine what is important for analyzing “quality of life” or “sustainability.”

¢ Determine the level of geography used for each indicator.

Public Participation
e Open and inclusive from the béginning.
e Public participation should have strong roots in the community.

e Targeted participation {selection of certain individuals, experts, sectors of the
community} may be useful to maximize meaningful positive public feedback.

e Think about who needs to be invited to the table to make decisions

Program implementation

» Need for both top-down support (from elected officials} and bottom-up
support {from public). '

5
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e Start small/manageable. Limit the scope or number of indicators.
e Be realistic with regard to the project timeline.

¢ ' Focus on the long view and on consistency. Do not change indicators for 3-5
years.

e Distribute the report widely.

e Once selected, “ownership” or “adoption” of indicators is essential.

Adequate Resources

¢ Support program with adequate resources, including staff assigned to the
program and consultant support.

o Truckee Meadows received a grant of $500,000 for their program.

¢ Jacksonville says that it currently takes about 540,000 per year to maintain
and update their program.

Next Steps

Developing a set of Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators is a long-term, serious
effort. It should be tied into every facet of planning and, eventually, programs and
policies of the County. The first step would be to amend the Growth Policy resolution so
that it directs the Planning Board to develop Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators with
the immediate step of returning to the Council with a supplemental budget request and
a revision to the Planning Department’s work program to accommodate the project.
The following changes are proposed:

F2 Sustainability Indicators Program: The Planning Board, with the aid of the
Executive and with broad public participation, must develop a set of sustainable
quality of life indicators addressing issues of environment, social equity, and
economy. These recommended indicators must be suitable for.guiding land use
and other public policy decision-making, including capital programming and design
of public facilities. An initial set of tracking indicators should be prepared in time to
inform the 2009 Growth Policy review. The public participation effort will extend
well beyond this period and require the assistance of a skilled consultant to
prepare materials and organize outreach events. Supplemental funding to support

the consultant services and staff supervision will be needed to meet the goals and
timeline.

Perhaps the most productive and rewarding side of all the programs we have
investigated is public awareness and participation. Public outreach on this issue is
something that interests ali communities and cultures. Even if there are some
“standard” indicators established early in the process, a sustained effort to involve
residents, stakeholders and schools in setting additional indicators and targets will result
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in an informed and involved constituency. Later in this memo staff highlights the
characteristics of a proposed public outreach program. The objectives of the public
outreach program should include:

s Broad spectrum of stakeholders
o Education and awareness a key focus

s Involve schools, libraries, institutions, internet community

The sustainability of the indicators program itself will rely on a continuous,
funded program to provide long term public involvement and feedback to the
indicators, master plans and the CIP process. If the program is to remain vigorous, it
must receive constant renewal with newcomers and young people as they mature.
Specific groups or neighborhoods may even develop their own indicators that inform
the progress of their own neighborhoods, businesses and civic efforts toward a
sustainable quality of life.

Planning staff recommends that an expert panel be convened from the various
governmental agencies, educational institutions, research establishments and technical
groups to assure the scientific, technical and statistical soundness of the indicators.
They can also assist in finding the appropriate data to measure progress. That data
must have the following characteristics to serve as indicators:

e Available data in time series

* Provides accurate measurement

e Can be used to compare different parts of the County

e Can be influenced by growth policy or expenditure of public funds
All the programs we investigated had significant resources assigned to the effort. The
projected cost of staff and consultant services for Montgomery is anticipated to be

approximately $500,000 over two years, with some ongoing funding for outreach
annually to continue the program. :



Current and Future Plans and Projects

Early work on the Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators will inform the Zoning
Code Re-write and the Housing Policy Element of the General Plan projects that are
currently underway, as well as the continuation of the Growth Policy’s design excellence
program. These projects will also inform the Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators
program in return.

An indicators program is truly useful when it forms the basis for future work
program projects. In the Growth Policy, the Planning Board recommends additional
studies and initiatives to continue progress toward a sustainable growth policy for
Montgomery County. These include studies that explore additional issues related to
transportation tests and impact taxes. Planning staff is suggesting some refinements to
those studies in this report.

As an example of how the Sustainable Quality of Life indicators program can shift
the direction of these future Growth Policy studies, we note that vehicle miles of travel
and greenhouse gas emissions have been proposed as important indicators of the
County’s progress toward sustainability. If, for example, vehicle miles of travel (VMT) is
selected by Montgomery County as an indicator, and a goal of reducing VMT is adopted,
then it is a logical next step to revise the Growth Policy’s to test new development for its
effect on VMT.

Councilmember Elrich expressed his interest in pursuing reductions in VMT and
CO2 emissions through the Growth Policy and other avenues, as has the Coalition for
Smarter Growth and its local partner, the Action Committee on Transit. In the Coalition
for Smarter Growth's latest newstetter, Community Clips, they report:

The Coalition for Smarter Growth and local partners are recommending judging
new growth based on how many vehicle miles traveled and global warming
emissions are generated. For proposed projects that generate high levels of
vehicle miles traveled, the project could be required to reduce vehicle miles
traveled through changes in mix of uses, design, transit and street investments,
pricing parking and other approaches. If vehicle miles cannot be sufficiently
reduced through mitigation, then the project would be disallowed from moving
forward.

The Coalition for Smarter Growth has also proposed changing the impact tax
regimen to support reductions in VMT, possibly by charging impact taxes on parking
spaces. Although we are not endorsing that approach, staff is recommending that the
County pursue a comprehensive parking policy and additional work on impact tax issues
to support the County’s sustainable quality of life objectives. '

8

@



in the Planning Board Chairman’s budget priorities letter to the County Council
President Praisner, several proposed initiatives are closely aligned with a sustainable
quality of life indicators program. This includes the proposal for an Energy Conservation
and Environmental! Protection Plan with specific mandates and methods to create a
greener future for the County and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The Plan could
include recommendations to:

e Provide information for a set of environmental indicators

e Increase pervious and semi-pervious area and tree planting

s Establish forest banking for carbon sequestration

e Adopt design standards and guidelines for energy conservation, water
‘ conservation and material reuse

e Provide for restoration of water quality in intensely developed areas

e Increase non-SOV travel mode share countywide

Ultimately, the Sustainable Quality of Life Indicators will be a tbuchstone, or
reference point, for the core mission of the Department: master planning and
development review.

Detailed Results: Survey of Other Jurisdictions

The Montgomery County Planning Department contacted 11 jurisdictions that
have implemented indicator programs. Eight were available to discuss their efforts, and
the data below summarizes answers to a telephone guestionnaire that was
administered to them. Key findings are detailed in below, followed by a discussion of
how this may help Montgomery County implement an indicators program. Appendix A
includes two tables that provide characteristics about each of the eight indicator
programs, including the date the program started, the number and category of
indicators, goals of the program, contact information, size of the jurisdiction population,
and size of the jurisdiction land area. Appendix B provides detailed feedback received
from the questionnaire, and Appendix C discusses the public participation component.



Key Findings From Questionnaire ' ’

Sustainability/Quatity of Life Plan Development

Impetus for indicators project development: The impetus for indicator projects
differed widely across organizations contacted. Reasons cited for
implementation include: desire to measure “quality of life” (Jacksonville);
recommendation from a departmental task force in response to global
environmental concerns and international conferences (Santa Monica); long
term research funding (Boston); requirement as part of a state plan (Oregon);
improvement of inner-city neighborhoods (Charlotte); and conception of private
non-profit (San Mateo).

How indicators programs work:

o Many programs have large-scale, general indicator sectors (e.g.
economy), goals (e.g. economic strength and resilience), and specific
individual indicator measures {e.g. unemployment rate).

o The development and maintenance of indicators programs varied widely
across organizations contacted. Development processes cited included a
citizen review committee in conjunction with the Chamber of Commerce
{Jacksonville); Board of Directors in conjunction with experts in the field
{Oregon); a sustainable city plan with 2010 performance-based targets
(Santa Monica); and a small number of non-profit staff members in
conjunction with several dozen community volunteers {San Mateo).

Aspects of the plan’s development that are integral to its overall success: Citizen
participation for support, buy-in, and ownership was by far the most cited factor
in the success of indicator projects (Boston, Jacksonville, Sarasota, San Mateo).
This also includes “adopt an indicator” programs to increase project ownership
(Truckee Meadows). Vision and specific goal areas was also mentioned (Santa
Monica). Long view and consistency was included as well (Charlotte). It was also
noted that projects should be limited in scope, and realistic about timelines
(Santa Monica). '

Primary stakeholders:

o Stakeholders varied widely depending on what type of organization had
ownership over the indicators project. Generally speaking, government
leaders, business leaders, and the general public played a major rolein all
the indicator programs contacted.

o Specific examples of stakeholders cited include: the United Way,
commercial services, The Chamber of Commerce, local government, and
environmental groups were all invited {Jacksonville); Governor (chair of
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Oregon Progress Board), representatives from districts in the state
(Oregon); city staff, Task Force on the Environment, Council (Santa
Monica); SCOPE {non-profit which does indicator work), community at
large, nonprofits (Sarasota); Planning Department, Police Department,
County Department of Social Services, School System, Mental Health,
Researchers (Charlotte). '

e Benefits of having a sustainability plan: Benefits were cited from many of the
organizations contacted. These include: better allocation of resources (Santa
Monica); better communication with the constituency (Santa Monica); real-
world performance benefits (Santa Monica); acquisition of additional funding
(Boston); sharing of ideas and data with other groups {Boston); ability to develop
visual tracking method of progress (i.e. maps) (Charlotte); quality of life
improvement (Truckee Meadows).

e Impact of indicators on decision makers: Indicators programs in most of the
jurisdictions contacted have been used by decision makers. They have heen
used to update the General Plan {Santa Monicaj); to convene decision makers
and business leaders about issues (Boston); for grant writing (Sarasota}; to
acquire additional funding for projects in specific areas (Charlotte); to change
water use in certain areas (San Mateo}; and to include in the county’s strategic
planning process {Truckee Meadows).

Performance Indicators/Targets

s Use of performance indicators or targets:

o All projects contacted use indicators; some set targets and goals
(prescriptive approach), and others do benchmarking and trend analysis
(descriptive approach). Descriptive projects only assess current
conditions and show trends over time, but make no attempt to
determine whether a trend is good or bad or to set goals. This makes it
more difficult to make policy decisions; however, it keeps dialog about an
issue open.

o Most projects contacted {five) were used to increase public information
and inform public expenditures. Seven projects cited that they were
used to determine public policy. Three were used to rank performance
(greater detail in Appendix B).

s How indicators/targets are developed:

o Most indicators are data-driven, in that topics which already have data -
readily available are included.

11
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o The process for developing indicators ranged widely from project to
project. Some were done in a more top-down approach with a select few
individuals who determined the indicators that would be used, and
others held several large-scale community meetings to collect public
feedback. Often a group of indicators was selected, then community '
participation was used to narrow this list and determine how to measure
the indicators, and then the indicators were developed in-house by staff.

e Reviewing, changing, modifying indicators: Most indicator programs have in
place a process for reviewing, adding/deleting, or otherwise modifying
indicators. Two cited an annual review process {Jacksonville, Santa Monica}; two
cited a two-year review cycle with collaboration with the community {Boston,
Charlotte); and one reviews indicators within a committee on an as-needed basis
as issues arise (San Mateo).

o Successful indicators: Successful indicators tend to be those with readily
available, reliable, replicable data. These included: housing, education,
economy, social, physical development, energy use, water use, air guality.

e Problematic indicators: Problematic indicators tend to be those with limited data
available and questionable indicator definitions. These included: cultural life and
the arts, civic vitality, mental health, environment, learning preparation, human
dignity, civic participation, education, crime, and land use and open space.

Public Participation Process

s Public process: Inclusion of the public in the indicators projects varied by project.
Some projects were very inclusive (Jacksonville, Charlotte, Truckee Meadows),
and others were mainly driven by staff and experts (Oregon). Those that were
inclusive, held both large (Jacksonville, Truckee Meadows} and small {Sarasota,
Charlotte, Truckee Meadows) scale meetings. Some also held both and used e-
surveys and written feedback from the community as well (Truckee Meadows).

e Amount of public participation: The amount of pa rticipation varied by project;
however, all agreed it was essential. In updating the indicators, 18 months was
mentioned as a timeframe (Truckee Meadows).

e Benefits of public participation: The benefits of public participation were
heralded. It provided for community buy-in and ownership of the project
(Jacksonville, San Mateo) and high utilization of the report/indicators '
(Jacksonville)
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Drawbacks to public participation: While it was noted that citizen participation is
essential, it was also noted that it can be difficult working with certain members
of the public (Santa Monica), and that there was some difficulty with
determining “indicators” versus “issues” with the public because they are not
experts {Sarasota).

Lessons Learned

Changes to approach/process of plan development: There were many lessons
learned that were shared by projects. In terms of the approach to the process,
lessons cited included: being more inclusive in the approach (Oregon, Boston,
Charlotte);.starting with a shared community vision (Jacksonville}; considering
what geographic level to measure each indicator at (Jacksonville); maintaining a
more realistic timeline (Sarasota); and being more proactive about distribution
of the report (San Mateo). )

Changes to performance indicators or targets: In terms of the actual indicators
selected, lessons cited included: setting strong indicators and not changing them
frequently. This ensures tracking of trends over time. Without this, the
indicators are much less useful (San Mateo).

New directions and initiatives spurred by indicators: Specific examples of
initiatives started as a result of the indicators were cited. Such examples include:
with regard to energy and greenhouse gas indicators, Solar Santa Monica was
created and human dignity indicators have influenced a rethinking of the
homeless issue (Santa Monica). In addition, it has caused the three local
governments to work more closely on regional issues and regional planning and
has caused the discussion of impacts from policy decisions to be broader than
just fiscal, considering environmental and other impacts, across indicators
(Truckee Meadows).

What Does this Mean for Montgomery County?

In terms of applying the results of the questionnaire to Montgomery County, the

key messages could be categorized into the following broad areas:

Developing an Indicators Program

An indicators program should start with a clear shared community vision to
measure against. This clear vision will also lead to specific goal areas and targets
for the indicators. '

Montgomery County should determine whether they want their indicators
project to be descriptive (just state facts, track trends) or prescriptive (set goals
and targets to meet).

13
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e Determine what is important for analyzing “quality of life” or “sustaina bility.”

Attention should be paid to the level of geography used for each indicator.
Some indicators are better analyzed at the neighborhood level; others at the city
level; others at the county level. Boston has an option on their website to cross-
cut data at different geographic levels {different neighborhoods, Metro Boston,
inner-core).

Convening Public Participation

The process of indicator selection should be open and inclusive from the
beginning.

Public participation should be highly emphasized for stakeholder buy-in, support,
and ownership. The indicators will more likely be used by decision-making
bodies if the project has strong roots in the community.

Targeted participation (selection of certain individuals, experts, sectors of the
community) may be useful to maximize meaningful positive public feedback,
while minimizing negative feedback.

Think about who needs to be invited to the table to make decisions — what other
departments and organizations, what stakeholders, and how and who do you
reach out to in the public?

‘Program Implementation

Need for both top-down support (from Council) and bottom-up support (from
public).

Start small / manageable. Choose artificial boundaries if necessary to fimit scope
of the project. .

Be realistic with regard to the project timeline.

Focus on the long view and on consistency. Do not change indicators for 3-5
years at least as it is important to acquire data over time to track trends.

Be proactive about distributing the report widely to different Departments, the
public, the Council, etc. to encourage more widespread support, ownership,
healthy competition between cities, and implementation by decision makers.

Once selected, “ownership” or “adoption” of indicators is essential to ensure
that the data is being used and appropriate positive changes are implemented.
It must be determined who owns the indicator and what the target is. Truckee
Meadows has implemented a successful “adopt an indicator” program.
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SUSTAINABLE QUALITY OF LIFE -
APPENDIX A: REFERENCE INFORMATION (TABLES AND QUESTIONNAIRE)

Table 1: Background Information about Indicators Programs Contacted

indicator
Categories

Current Number of
indicators

lurisdiction/ Date
Name of Program
Indicators Started
Program

~ Contact”
* information

- Goals of Project

Civic Vitality, Democratize Car1otte Kahn, Sr.

Boston, MA/ 2000 10 indicator sectors, www.bosto
The Bosten 70 indicator goals, Cultural Life and access to Director nindicators
Indicators 150 individual measures the Arts, information; cbk@tbf.org LOTE
Project Economy, Foster informed 617-338-1700
{i.e. indicator sector = Education, public discourse;
Housing; indicator goal = Environment, Track progress on | Tim Davis, Director
Housing Affordable to All Health, Housing, | shared civic goals, | 4 pesearch
Residents; Public Safety, report on change. i 1 davis @tbf.or
Individual measure = Technology, 617-338-1700
Median home price vs. Transportation
median household
income, Metro Boston)
Jacksonville, 1985 9 indicator sectors, Education, Provide ongoing | Ben Warner WWW.jcci.o
FL/ 111 individual measures Economy, analysis of the Deputy Director JCC1 | rg/statistics
Quality of Life ' Environment, state of the ben@jcci.org [qualityoflif
Social wellbeing, | region; (904) 396-3052 e.aspx
Arts/culture/ Monitor ext.14
recreation, effectiveness of
Health, solutions
Government, proposed
Transportation,
Safety :
State of 1999 7 indicator sectors, Economy, Provide long Rita Conrad benchmark
Oregon/ 91 individual measures Educaticn, view Executive Director S.0Tegon.g
Oregon or “benchmarks” Civic perspective; rita.r.conrad@state. | ov/
Benchmarks engagement, Used for'a broad | or.us
Social support, array of (503) 378-3202
Public safety, policymaking
Community and budget- Jay Grussing
development, related activities; | Data Analyst
Environment State agencies , | jay.grussing@state.
are required to or.us
link their . | (503) 378-3205
performance
measures to it
Santa Monica/ | 1994 8 indicator sectors, 60 Resource Present vision Shannon Parry WWW.STED
Sustainable individual measures Conservation, for Program v.net/epd/
City Indicators Environmental sustainability; Coordinator scp/poals i
and Public Represent what | shannon.parrty@sm | ndicators:h
Health, Santa Monica gov.net tm
Transportation, must achieve to | {310) 458-2227
Economic become a
Development, sustainable city.
Open Space and .
15
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Land Use,
Housing,
Community,
Education and
Participation;
Human Dignity
.Sarasota, FL/ 2005 8 indicator sectors, 121 Civic Engage Kate Irwin WWW,5C0pE
Sarasota individual measures Participation, community Data & Indicators xcel.org/da
County Openly Culture & in planning; Coordinator ' ta/index.ht
Plans for Recreation, Monitor change | kirwin@scopexcel.o | ml
Excelience Economy, to enhance the 18
(SCOPE) Health & quality of life; (941} 365-8751
Community Medical! Care, Tool that people
Report Card Learning, inour
Natural community can
environment, use to better
Social understand
ervirenment, 1 Sarasota County
Transportation,
Built
environment
Charlotte, NC 1993 - 4 indicator sectors, Social, Physical, Monitor Stanley Watkins 216.1.6.76/
& 19 individual measures Crime, Economic | neighborhood Director cgi-
Mecklenburg tevel quality of Neighborhood bin/MsmG
County / life and take Development, City o.exe?grab
Quality of Life proactive actions | of Charlotte jd=12966
Indicators to protect and swatkins@ci.charlot | 0186&EXTR
improve te.nc.us A ARG=8C
these basic {704) 336-3796 FGNAME=
building blocks MssFind%2
of the city. Ecfg&host
id=1&page
id=1136&
query=222
-| guality+of+
life%228&hi
word=QUA
LITY+LIFE+
QUALITIES+
QUALITYS+
San Mateo 1998 3 indicator sectors, Environment, Fact-based Tyler Hammer www.sustaj
County/ 32 individual measures Economy, information Executive nablesanm
Sustainable Society about local Administrator ateo.orgfin
San Mateo trends over time | {650) 638-2323 dicators-
tyler@sustainablesa | report
nmateo.org
Truckee 1994 10 indicator sectors Arts & cultural A stipulation of Karen Hruby, www.truck
Meadows/ 33 individual measures vitality, Regional Executive Director eemeadow
Truckee Civic Planning was {775) 323-1518 stomorrow
Meadows engagement, that Truckee karenhruby@sbeglo | .orgfindicat
Tomorrow Economic Meadows must hal.net ors
wellbeing, define and
Education & monitor its
lifelong learning, | area’s guality of
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Enrichment, life
Health &
wellness
Innovation,
Land use &
infrastructure,
Natural
environment,
Public wellbeing

Table 2: Demographic information about indicators Programs Contacted

Jurisdiction/Name of

Public or Private - Population of:

Indicators Program Undertaking Jurisdiction in'2000
*."., {number of people)’. " p
City
Boston, MA/ . Public-Private 589,141 575,187 48
The Boston Indicators
Project
Jacksonville, FL/ Private 735,617 799,875 758
Quality of Life :
Santa Monica/ Public 84,084 88,244 8
Sustainable City Indicators
Sarasota, FL/ Private 325,957 369,535 15
Sarasota County Openly
Plans for Excellence
(SCOPE) Community Report
Card
County
Montgomery County, MD 873,341 932,131 496
Charlotte, NC & Public 540,828 {city)/ 648,387 (city)/ 242 (city)/
Mecklenburg County / 827,445 (county) 695,454 (county) 526 {county)
Quality of Life Indicators . :
San Mateo County/ Private 707,161 705,499 449
Sustainable San Mateo :
Truckee Meadows Private 339,486 (Washoe 306,428 (Washoe County 6,342 (Washoe County)
(encompasses Reno- County}
Sparks/Washoe County
area)/
Truckee Meadows
Tomorrow
State
State of Oregon/ Public 3,421,399 3,700,758 95,997
Oregon Benchmarks

! According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2000 Census,
? According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2006 American Community Survey.
3 According to the U.S. Census Bureau State & County Quick Facts.
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SUSTAINABLE QUALITY OF LIFE
APPENDIX 8: DETAILED QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK

Sustainability/Quality of Life Plan Development

e Impetus for indicators project development

o]

One jurisdiction began thinking differently about its relationship with the world
and what it meant to improve the ‘quality of life’ {QOL) in communities. It
wanted to expand this view to be larger than just economic. it wondered how
QOL could be measured, and decided to use indicators {Jacksonville).

Indicators were recommended by the Task for on the Environment in response
to Rio Declaration. This group created the Sustainable City Plan in 1994 with 4
goals; by 2000 it grew to 8 goal areas {Santa Monical. :

The impetus for some of the projects is commitment from funders for long- term
research {Boston).

For others, it evolved out of state planning efforts, such as Oregon Shines, an
economic revitalization plan for the state, which required a measurement
technigue {Oregon).’

Other programs are more neighborhood-specific. Indicators were used to look
at inner-city neighborhood to determine if city improvement efforts were
working. This project was conducted by a local university (UNC-Chapel Hill) to do
the indicator research based on other work being done nationally {Charlotte).
Some organizations are private non-profits who administer the indicator
research and produce reports. These are not directly affiliated with the local or
county government. For one project, the impetus came out of the Earth Summit,
and the desire for a citizen-community project (San Mateo).

e How indicators programs work

o

Many of the projects are designed to be Jong term to analyze trends.
» Determining the indicator sectors is usually a long process that involves
convening large groups of stakeholders.
Each year, citizens convene to review the QOL report. The report is measured

. against the vision. A citizen review committee reviews the draft report of the

indicators, and adds and removes indicators, prioritizes issues, and red-flags
important issues. This committee is lead by the incoming head of the Chamber
of Commerce (Jacksonville). ‘
Benchmarks and targets may be established by a board of directors through
interaction with experts in the field (Oregon).

The Sustainable City Plan has large scale guiding principles, 8 goal areas, and
then specific goals within those goal areas. Specific indicators track progress on

.the goals. Each has a performance-based target (2010 target) (Santa Monica}.

Some organizations are run by both staff, and an even larger number of
volunteers (from varied fields like transportation, education, health), who serve
on an Indicators Committee. Each year, they come together to guide the project,
to determine what has worked, and what work needs to be done on the
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indicators. The program has developed a research guide and Excel files to
crunch the data, and volunteers from the community each take on an indicator
to do the work. This requires roughly 35 people. A new effort has included local
high school students who excel in their work. Consultants review all the work
(San Mateo).

o Aspects of the plan’s development that are integral to its overall success

o]

0

000

Citizen participation (this was echoed by all indicator projects)

»  Gaining large-scale public support {Boston).

» Brining people on board so that the process is data-driven and people
look to the results as representative {Boston).

= Citizens think of new things that staff did not consider (Jacksonville).

» (Citizen participation encourages community ownership of the project
{(Jacksonville).

= By engaging citizens, the city is viewed as a neutral convener, and gains
trust (Jacksonvifie}. '

* Input from the community was essential. A meeting was held every week
for two months to learn about indicators. Indicators were selected based
on whether there was data available (Sarasota)

»  Community buy-in is essential for those who will use the product (San
Mateo)

Clear vision at the start, which will lead to specific goal areas and targets (Santa
Monica). ‘

Look at outcomes, not actions (Santa Monica). ,

Start small / manageable. Choose artificial boundaries if necessary to limit scope
of the project (Santa Monica).

Long view, consistency {Charlotte)

Making information publically avaitable (Charlotte)

Meet with elected officials to determine what is important (Charlotte)

Adopt an indicator program. Participants were asked to adapt the indicators,
providing stewardship for improvement following the grant. Then the adoption
program was opened to the entire community. Over the last decade, there have
been about 750 adoptions of the QOL indicators, by hundreds of individuals and
organizations. Adoption is free and open to anyone, including students and
families. In 2007, the program was put online. Anyone can adopt the indicators
they are passionate about and report their actions / outcomes online. The
compacts program goes to the next level, through a formalized contract
agreement among the compact partners and Truckee Meadows Tomorrow to
improve targeted indicators, over a specific time period, including deliverable
reporting and stewardship following the compact. To date there have been 7
successful compacts with documented results. Initial seed money was essential
to advertise the adoption program, followed by adopter recognition via
newsletter articles, event programs, and media stories. {Truckee Meadows).

Primary stakeholders
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An open process is essential from the beginning. The United Way, commercial
services, The Chamber of Commerce, local government, and environmental
groups were all invited. They strived for breadth and inclusion at the beginning.
As a “Community Report,” they felt everyone should be involved because
“averyone is a stakeholder” {Jacksonville).

Governor {chair of Qregon Progress Board), representatives from districts in the
state (Oregon}.

City staff, Task Force on the Environment, Council {need top-down support)
(Santa Monica).

SCOPE {non-profit who does indicator work}), community at large, nonprofits
{Sarasota)

Plahning Department, Police Department, County Department of Social Services,
School System, Mental Health, Researchers {Charlotte).

Nonprofit leaders, government leaders, and citizens {San Mateo)

¢ Benefits of having a sustainability plan

o

0 0O

©

Can allocate resources appropriately {Santa Monica).
Can communicate with constituency in a positive manner (Santa Monica).

will see real-world performance benefits {Santa Monica).

These programs can bring in additional funding from outside sources (Boston}.
They also encourage cross-pollination of ideas and sharing of data with others
(Boston).

Able to show a map with problem areas so policy makers must address issues
(Charlotte). ‘
Collective actions leading to QOL improvement, one indicator at a time {Truckee
Meadows). '

Impact of indicators on decision makers

o]

indicators have been a “critical element” and have been used to update the
General Plan {land use, circulation, and housing} (Santa Monicay}.

Some programs strive to be a ‘convener’ for decision makers and business
leaders for making decisions about data. In Boston, a quarterly meeting is held
with 300 decision makers and business leaders, and indicators data is used
(Boston)

Some programs survey decision makers to determine how they use the
indicators. Key areas, especially human services are linked in {Jacksonville).
Difficulty arises were there is only data and no community support or use of
information. “Ownership” of indicators is essential {Jacksonville).

Report cards helpful for grant writing (Sarasota).

Elected officials give additional funding for neighborhood outreach efforts

- (Charlotte).

One organization hired an outreach consultant to present its annual findings to
the community and elected officials. While this group was passive in the past,
they have become more pro-active about putting their report out and their
outreach efforts, so decision makers have become more tu ned into the report
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and progress. For instance, water use was found to be very high in an affluent
neighborhood, and this has been addressed since the last report (San Mateo).

o Report has been used in General Plan for data and background information (San
Mateo).

o Caused the county to use the QOL indictors in their strategic planning process
and performance reporting (Truckee Meadows).

Performance Indicators/Targets

e Use of performance indicators or targets
o Al projects contacted use indicators; some set targets and goals, and others do
benchmarking and trend anatysis
» Indicators are sometimes discussed in terms of trends, not goals.
Programs that use this method indicate whether the trend is going up,
down, or staying the same without declaring a specific goal or whether or
not a trend is positive or negative {Boston).
= Some projects are descriptive as opposed to prescriptive. Descriptive
projects make it more difficult to make policy decisions. This is
sometimes preferred because it creates an open dialog. in 1991,
Jacksonville set targets for 2000 that didn’t work; in 2000 they set targets
for 2005 which worked better, but still not well. The problem was that
no entity took ownership over the target. Need to determine who owns
the indicator and what the target is working towards (Jacksonville).
= No targets are used because they do not want to imply that a certain
measure must be achieved to succeed {Sarasota)
o Many are used to increase public information, inform public expenditures, rank
performance, and determine public policy
" s Public Information
e The Metro Boston Data Common is taking the indicators data
collected to manipulate it and make it more user-friendly for the
public {Boston)
s Value-added, non-political information becomes available
(Bosten)
e Awareness and community actions (Truckee Meadows)
¢ Santa Monica

¢ Sarasota
* Charlotte

» Public Expenditures
s Boston

e Jacksonville

¢ Santa Monica

e Charlotte, especially in neighborhood revitalization

¢ County performance reporting (Truckee Meadows)
= Rank Performance
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& Boston

s Santa Monica

e Ranks its cities, encourages competition between cities (San

Mateo). -

= Determine Public Policy

¢ Boston

o Qregon
Santa Monica
Charlotte
San Mateo
Truckee Meadows
The indicators program is looked to as a core shared resource. it
is used by all decision makers, including the United Way, business
leaders, the Chamber of Commerce, at CEQ orientation, by
community activists, by local radio/television programmers, and
the Sherriff's office. This is because it is citizen-based and rooted
in the community (Jacksonville).

e How indicators/targets are developed

&

With the Chamber of Commerce, 100 volunteers were selected to determine
which indicators to use and how to measure them (lacksonville).

Most indicators are data-driven, in that topics which already have data readily
available are included (Boston).

Large-scale meetings (4-6) after a small set of indicators was determined (Santa
Monica).

» Facilitator — Maureen Hart is highly recommended. Maureen Hart,
President of Sustainable Measures, develops and presents training
courses on sustainability and indicators, provides technical assistance to
community indicator projects, evaluates indicators and indicator sets,
consults with businesses and business-related non-profits on sustainable
production indicators, consults with foundations and other grant-making
organizations on defining strategies for and evaluating decisions relating
to funding sustainable development related projects, and does research
on measuring sustainability. (Santa Monica).

Indicators were selected through a community-wide process, and then they
were developed by staff in house {Sarasota).

University researchers at UNC-Chapel Hill researched other indicator programs
and selected the indicators to use (Charlotte). .

Targets have not been set due to limited staff resources, but they plan to set
benchmarks and targets in the future to create a ‘sustainability plan.” To date,
trends have been tracked, and information has been presented in an objective
fashion (San Mateo).

Reviewing, changing, modifying indicators
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Two year review cycle; convene. people for each of the 10 indicator sectors to
see if indicators are still valid, or if new indicators should be included.
Afternoon-long event. People are selected over time based on their expertise in
the field (Boston).

Environment indicator used to mean only green space; now it has been extended
to the context of climate change (Boston). ' '
Annual review cycle; of the original 85 indicators, about 45 are the same. An
additional 60 indicators have been added {Jacksonville).

Annual review cycle; some indicators are not explaining what they should be.
Believe that a project should report on an indicator for 3-5 years before changing
it (Santa Monica).

Two-year review cycle; measures change over time, and the program has been
extended to city-wide instead of just inner-city neighborhoods (Charlotte).
Reviewed on as-needed basis by Indicators Committee as important issues arise,
like climate change and disaster preparedness {San Mateo).

¢ Successful indicators {tend to be those with readily available, reliable, replicable data)

(o]

o

o]

Q¢ 00

Housing — data readily available; great deal of dialog about the issue already
(Boston)
Education
= very important for driving decision making (Boston)
» easy to measure (Jacksonville)
Economy — easy to measure (Jacksonville)
Social
= easy; great deal of data (Oregon)
= easy; great deal of data (Charlotte}
Physical development indicators such as crime are very helpful (Charlotte}
Energy Use — easy, noncontroversial, available data (San Mateo)
Water Use — easy, noncontroversial, available data (San Mateo)
Air Quality — easy, noncontroversial, available data (San Mateo)

+ Problematic indicators {tend to be those with limited data available, and questionable
indicator definitions)

s

o Cc 0

o]

0 00

Cultural life & the arts — data not readily available; difficult to measure (Boston)
Civic vitality — data not readily available; difficult to measure (Boston)

Menta! health — difficult to measure (Jacksonvilie)

General issues that lack data, such as early learning preparation, quality of life
for the elderly, etc. (Jacksonville)

Environmental — need work; difficult to determine the benchmark needed to
accurately capture the data; data not there; trade-offs with other indicators
{Oregon)

Human Dignity — important but data not available (Santa Monica)

Civic participation — important but data not available {Santa Monica)
Education — problematic methodology and data (San Mateo)

Crime — problematic methodology and data (San Mateo)
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Land Use and Open Space — problematic definition of open space (San Mateo).

Public Participation Process

s Public process

o

e Amount of public participation

Q

Evéryone interested in the program (large-scale community involvement)
gathered at a meeting to discuss {Jacksonville).

The benchmarks were a Board decision, with collaboration with experts; Oregon
Shines included a lot of public involvement and strategic planning in developing
the revitalization plan (Oregon). ‘

Large Community Assembly (350 people) met to discuss issues, facilitated by
Executive Director of SCOPE. Small meetings were then held of 10-15 people
who volunteered and were selected out of the Community Assembly to
determine indicators (Sarasota).

initially, there was a great deal of public dialog about where the boundaries of
geographic analysis should be. Agreement about neighborhood designation was
needed (Chariotte). :

Several town meetings were held in which indicators were presented, and
feedback about which to include was obtained from the community.

The 2005-06 update process used a combination of public meetings and small
group forums/roundtables, written and e-surveys, presentations/roundtables at
community groups and organizations, CEQ forum, input from the community’s
environmental scan and United Way compact to review all the indicators being
used by partner agencies to measure impact, along with e-prioritization by
thousands of citizens to narrow the most important indictors to QOL in the
region {Truckee Meadows).

This is an essential issue for Jacksonville. They involve the community in two
ways: 1) On an annual basis by invitation. A grid with their nine QOL indicators is
made and people are located with expertise in those areas. itis ensured that the
group convened is representative of the community at large {age, gender,
geographic distribution). 2) Every five years, a larger community effort is
undertaken. Invitations are sent and it is open to the entire community. The
invitation is published on their website and through different media. These
groups then look through the elements section-by-section (Jacksonville).

The most recent 2005-06 process took 18-months to update the indicators. The
follow-up metrics, research and survey work will take another 18-months
resulting in the next community wellbeing report 2/08 (Truckee Meadows).

s Benefits of phblic participation

<
Q

o}

Buy-in and ownership of project (Jacksonville).

Gets used by the community because it is rooted in the community
(Jacksonville). ‘

Keeps costs low if there are volunteers (San Mateo).
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If this will be used as a resource to the public, it provides buy-in and ownership,
as well as spreads the word {San Mateo).

s Drawbacks to public participation

o]

o

Double-edged sword: need community buy-in, but those who come out tend to
be on the extreme (usually negative); suggests going out for targeted
participation {Santa Monica).

The citizen group selected “issues” not “indicators,” which meant that there was
not data readily available for all the things they wanted to look at (Sarasota).
Challenging to work with the public (San Mateo).

Lessons Learned

¢ Changes to approach/process of plan development

o}
o]

Would include an inclusive approach to engaging the state {Oregon).

Broaden convening groups to determine if the ‘right’ people were included
(Boston).

Start with a shared community vision to measure against. Indicators need to be
useful, and flexibility is needed when making decisions, especially about what
geographic level to measure. Some issues should be measured at the
neighborhood level, while others at the county. Anissue may be missed if the
wrong geographic level is analyzed (Jacksonville).

Would house it in the City Manager’s office, so there was no need to horizontally
influence other city entities from the Environmental Department (Santa Monica).
Keep funding out of the general fund (Santa Monica).

Not so ambitious; would have included a more realistic timeline (such as one
forum per year, instead of 4) (Sarasota).

Need public participation (Charlotte).

Must determine what is important for determining “quality of life” (Charlotte).
Would be more aggressive/proactive about distributing the report widely to
different Departments, the public, the Council, etc. (San Mateo).

Establish endowment funding to continue the work each year. This organization
is an independent nonprofit, funded through memberships, contributions and
grants. Since it is not actually a “service provider” it is extremely difficult to
generate grant funding, even though its work benefits and overall QOL in the
region, benefiting every citizen, business, organization and individual (Truckee
Meadows).

e Changes to performance indicators or targets

o]
o

Some new data sources should be located (Boston).

There was controversy over the ecological footprint issue, as to whether it was a
“measure” or an “indicator” (Sarasota).

There was criticism received regarding how neighborhoods were labeled as
“fragile” or in need. This was changed to indicate stable, transitioning, and
challenged neighborhoods (Charlotte).
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o Be sure to set strong indicators initially and then do not change them. Itis
important to have continuity to track trends over time (San Mateo).

e New directions and initiatives spurred by indicators

o With regard to energy and greenhouse gas indicators, Solar Santa Monica was
created; human dignity indicators have influenced a rethinking of the homeless
issue {Santa Monica).

o Led the three local governments to work more closely on regional issues and
regional planning and has caused the discussion of impacts from policy decisions
to be broader than just fiscal, considering environmental and other impacts,
across indicators (Truckee Meadows).
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SUSTAINABLE QUALITY OF LIFE
APPENDIX C: Details of the Public Participation Process

The Sustainability Team is currently researching how other jurisdictions throughout the
U.S. developed, communicated and continue to maintain sustainability and quality of life
indicator programs. The collected information benefits the Department by providing insight
into how indicator programs are created, and how they evolve over time.
This memo provides some initial thoughts about how Montgomery County.can develop its
‘indicators program, and an associated outreach program targeted to three distinct groups of
stakeholders. The ideas provided here are meant to offer only a starting point for further '
discussion; they are not viewed as the course that should be followed. It should be noted at the
outset that developing a successful outreach program will require consultant assistance and
expertise, as well as additional staff within the Department.

Vision for the County

The proposed Growth Policy, currently under consideration by the Cdunty Council,
proposes that future growth within the County should pursue a goal of sustainability. The
Growth Policy states:

Sustainable Development meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. It recognizes the fundamental
inextricable interdependence between the economy, the environment, and social equity,
and works to promote each to the benefit of all.

Using this guiding principle, the Department has also proposed using sustainability, or
quality of life indicators to monitor progress in key aspects of sustainability.* Based on staff
research, supplemented by a survey of other jurisdictions conducted by a researcher from the
University of Maryland, it appears that sustainability indicator programs are most effective
when originated:

a) From the top down (e.g., by a high level elected official) as done in Mecklenberg County,
NC; or '

b) From the ground up, such as through the efforts of a grass-roots campaign as done in
Jacksonville, FL.

In between, the larger stakeholder groups must also be involved. These stakeholders include
civic associations, Chambers of Commerce and other business organizations, religious
institutions, and other stakeholders integral to both the built environment of Montgomery
County, but also integral to providing a high quality of life. Educating and achieving buy-in for
these distinct constituencies requires tailored outreach strategies and timeframes that reflect
different interests and subject knowledge. ‘

% Department staff recognizes that growth can be sustainable without improving quality of life. Similarly, growth
may not be sustainable over time yet in the short term enhance quality of life. There is suitable overiap between
the two; the goal of the Planning Department is to achieve sustainability and enhance quality of life.
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Developing a Strategy
Outreach

The outreach strategy involves three distinct components: -

1) Education of the various constituent groups, particularly decision-makers, about what
indicators do and how they can be used; and

2) A marketing effort, intended to bring greater awareness about the underlying premise
of sustainability, identify what that means in real terms, and how indicators relate to
policy efforts. '

3} Create a support network to develop meaningful input to both strengthen program
understanding, and develop indicators reflective of community needs, better ensuring
buy-in and involvement over time.

Since the Council has asked for development of an indicators program, an outreach strategy
should proceed with their support. Defining the program and communicating that to
stakeholders is the first step to take to ensure buy-in and continued support.

Education

Tools to better inform stakeholders can include a multimedia presentation similar to the
recently produced marketing video developed by Community Relations. The program should
make full use of technology as a tool to greatly increase public participation, not only to provide
information but also to gather public input considering the extensive use of the web through
web pages, videos on the web, blogs, list serves, as well as other technologies such as electronic
voting. In addition, the Council and Executive Staff may require in-person workshops,
conducted by Planning staff, to develop a keen understanding of what indicators do and how
they might be used. Convening an expert panel can add to the knowledge base of elected
officials and staff as the program evolves. Table 1 offers a high level breakdown of a possible
multi-tiered outreach strategy targeting different constituencies using different outreach tools.

Marketing

Concurrently, the Department can also implement a marketing campaign to develop
buy-in from stakeholder groups, particularly the business community. This effort will likely
necessitate consultant assistance to most effectively raise awareness about the program.” But
our research found that indicator programs are most successful when individual indicators are
“adopted,” by an organization or community stakehoider who takes responsibility for
monitoring that indicator. ' '
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Grassroots Support

Lastly, a successful indicator program needs grassroots support. Again, this may require
consultant expertise to most effectively collect and develop outreach materials and market the
program. But we know, based on demographic analysis, that the County faces growth from
three key areas: 1) seniors; 2) children; and 3) non-traditional households. Effectively targeting
each group can raise awareness about the program, but also inform selection of indicators
based on what these groups view as sustainable development, and what attributes they
identify as being integral to a high quality of life.

Cost
Initial investigation indicates that a similar effort cost $500,000 in Truckee Meadows

(Washoe County, Nevada). Jacksonville, Florida has a well-established program that is allocated
about $40,000 per year to maintain the indicators and public outreach. '
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DESIGN EXCELLENCE

Background

‘. The Planning Board recommended that the County Council, when it adopts the
Growth Policy resolution, include the following directive:

“The Planning Board, with the aid of the Executive, must convene a “design
summit” of public agencies involved in the design and development of public facilities
and the review of private development to develop consensus and commitment to
design excellence as a core value in all public and private projects, and focus on how to
improve design of public facilities and private development through various means
including hetter coordination among agencies. The Planning Board must report its
findings to the County Council not later than July 1, 2008."

in addition, in its Final Draft 2007-2009 Growth Policy, the Planning Board
identified other initiatives to further the design excellence goals in the Growth Policy.
These include emphasizing design excellence in the zoning ordinance re-write,
developing design protocols for the Planning Department staff, and develop urban
design compendiums to master plans for mixed use centers.

Design Summit

The Planning Department is moving forward with the Design Summit concept,
exploring ideas with CADRE, a non-profit entity for planning, design and research
affiliated with, and managed by, the University of Maryland School of Architecture,
Planning and Preservation. More specifically, the Department is working with Professor
Emeritus Roger K. Lewis, FAIA, who is a director of CADRE and well-known to area
residents as a Washington Post columnist. Professor Lewis recently managed the design
competition for the downtown Silver Spring Civic Building and Veteran’s Plaza.

The design summit is a launching point, not only for the long process of
developing a culture of design excellence but also to inform specific aspects of the
Planning Department’s work program in FYO8 and beyond, including the zoning
ordinance rewrite, the master plan reassessment, and review of the public and private
development projects by staff and public officials.
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Design Training for Planning Department Staff

Among the obstacles to achieving a higher level of design quality in the public
realm is a lack of clear, shared understanding by staff as to what is now expected when
they review a public facility as a mandatory referral or a private development project for
Board approval.

- The Final Draft 2007-2009 Growth Policy identified a ‘design protocol for
Planning department staff” as a means of setting out best urban design practices,
review the design controls currently available to staff, and explore different situations
and case studies.

The Planning Department is moving ahead with the overall objective of improved
design training for staff, also through an arrangement with CADRE and Professor Lewis.

The arrangements for both the assistance with the design summit and the staff
training are still underway. More details will be available as the Council discusses
Growth Policy, or at the Planning Board’s Semi-Annual Report to the Council, both
scheduled for October.
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ADEQUACY OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

Background

The Planning Board’s May 21 Growth Policy recommends a range of elements

designed to more comprehensively assess the transportation impacts of growth and
direct both land use and needed mitigation toward more sustainable solutions, while
upholding general plan and master plan tenets. These recommendations include:

Reintroduction of a policy-area transportation test, called Policy Area Mobility
Review (PAMR) that sets area adequacy standards based on both transit and
arterial mobility conditions that are based on nationally recognized measures of
service quality.

Establishment of a transportation impact tax structure designed to capture the
marginal costs of the County’s portion of planned transportation capacity
expansion for the next 20 years, allocated proportionally by vehicle trip
generation. ‘

Maintenance of the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) procedure,
although with several points of clarification to improve the predictability of the
application process.

The public hearings on the Planning Board’s proposal, followed by the County

Council’s review of the Growth Policy, identified areas of agreement, issues of concern,
and suggestions for improvement. Several Councilmembers expressed concern that
neither the Policy Area Mobility Review nor the Local Area Transportation Review tests
are stringent enough to provide desired levels of mobility. Secondary interests are to:

Recognize different expectations for Metro Station Policy Areas in the policy
area test.

Develop a means to slow or halt growth before a policy area’s transportation
system becomes inadequate.

More directly incorporate non-auto trave! modes into the regulatory process.

Although Planning staff recommends that the Planning Board retain the basic elements
of the Growth Policy recommendations endorsed in May, we recommend several
adjustments to these basic elements, as discussed below.

32



Summary of Policy Area Mobility Review Recommendations

The Board’s recommended Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR} process assigned
each policy area a designation of “adequate” (for which no further action was needed)
or “inadequate” (for which trip mitigation beyond LATR would be required). The PAMR
process is described on pages 114 to 125 of the Planning Board’s May 21 report.
Appendix D to this memorandum contains additional information regarding the basis for
establishing the relative arterial and transit mobility standards, excerpted from material
provided to the County Council’s PHED Committee this summer.

Planning staff recommends the following adjustments to address the concerns
raised during Council review:

e Retain the current threshold whereby development must fully mit?gate trips
because mobility levels are inadequate. In addition, require partial trip
mitigation in policy areas that approach, but do not yet exceed, the inadequacy
threshold. Planning staff has located the area where partial trip mitigation would
be required between the alternative adequacy boundaries described in the
Planning Board’s report (“stairstep” and “diagonal line”). Within this area, the
level of mitigation for each policy area based on its relative location between the
two boundaries. This adjustment would

o Incréase_the number of policy areas where some mitigation is required
from 2 to 10, and '

o Increase the amount of mitigation required by development in policy
areas as their mobility scores approach the inadequate designation. The
extent of partial mitigation required would serve as a proxy for staging
ceilings (providing guidance regarding remaining development capacity).
It would increase the value of remaining capacity to the County as it
becomes scarce, and partially address the free-rider issue.t

¢ Allowing applicants that select the LATR Alternative Review Procedure in Metro
Station Policy Areas {paying double the impact tax and developing a Trip
Mitigation Agreement) to pass PAMR.

Summary of Local Area Transportation Review Recommendations

Planning staff recommends three adjustments to the LATR process described in
the May 21 Growth Policy Report.

! The free-rider problem is expressed in two ways. One set of free riders are those early developers who
were approved with few transportation requirements, while later developers must mitigate all of their
trips. The second set of free riders are those developers that follow a developer who was required to
make a large transportation improvement —so large that it provides capacity for subsequent
development projects.
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& Require additional mitigation for over-capacity intersections: For development
cases where background traffic already causes an intersection to exceed its CLV
congestion standard, a developer should be required to mitigate more than the
trips from his/her own development. He/she should also be required to improve
intersection congestion. Staff proposes that in these cases new development
should essentially mitigate twice as many trips as it generates. 2

o Specify larger LATR study area requirements for very large development
applications: The LATR Guidelines should include additional guidance on the
_ number of intersections to be included in LATR studies for developments
generating more than 1,750 vehicle trips.

e Recognize urban design and transit amenity goals in Germantown Town Center:
The congestion standard for the Germantown Town Center Policy Area should
be raised from 1450 to 1600.

'Work Program Amendment to Consider Potential Adjustments

The Planning Board’s May 21 recommendations recognized that there would be
certain transportation-related elements requiring further study during FY 08, including
development of sustainability indicators, which would desirably influence the measures
of effectiveness used to assess the adequacy of public facilities and provide input for a
comprehensive transportation impact tax rate study. The Planning Board also
recommended enhanced intersection data collection to be supported in the FY2009
budget.’

Based on Councilmember and public interest, Planning staff also recommend an
amendment to our work program to incorporate additional study of the following
elements far the next Growth Policy:

s Development of comprehensive Parking Management policy for the County to
consider how the supply and pricing of parking can be better employed as a
travel demand management tool to discourage auto use, particularly in Metro
station areas. ‘

e Rather than assigning all congestion and mobility standards by policy area,
consider assigning standard based on the characteristics of the parcel to be
developed, such as proximity to transit. These “Transit Service Overlay areas”
could be responsive to operational elements such as bus service frequency or
pedestrian connectivity, and the concept was suggested by the Action
Committee for Transit and Coalition for Smarter Growth.

2 more specifically: the new development should bé required to reduce critical lane volumes below the
background condition by a CLV amount equal to the CLV increase attributable to the development.

3 The draft Growth Policy resolution indicates that the increased funds will be requested in the “FY2008"
budget, but, of course, FY2008 has already begun.
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Evaluation of a multi-modal quality of service requirement, the goal of which
would be to have a more seamless integration of pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and
auto modes (as opposed to the current system'’s reliance on conversion between
modes through trip reduction and non-auto amenity packages). This evaluation
would directly address concerns about PAMR'’s tradeoff between auto and non-
auto modes and would include consideration of more operational intersection
analysis tools that might either augment or replace CLV analysis. This study was
also suggested by the Action Committee for Transit and Coalition for Smarter
Growth and, as recommended, staff recommends that this study have a
significant public participation component and a significant independent
consultant component.

Review of Other Potential Growth Policy Adjustments

The Council suggested many ideas on how the Planning Board’s May 21
recommendations could be improved. Most of these ideas have been incorporated in
the prior paragraphs, either as:

Recommended adjustments for the current Growth Policy, or

Further study for the next Growth Palicy.

staff does not recommend some of the Council proposals for further study for

the reasons described below:

Use a 4-year window for PAMR tests: We recommend retaining the Planning
Board’s May 21 proposal to incorporate projects fully funded in the six-year cip
and CTP for analysis. The PAMR analysis to define policy area adequacy is
performed several months in advance of annual policy area adequacy
establishment and the analysis is used for an additional calendar year. Itis
therefore appropriate that the PAMR analysis consider six years of future
projects while the LATR test, applied at time of subdivision application, considers
four years. The four-year PAMR test results are contained in Appendix E. '

Apply more stringent CLV standards in rural areas: We recommend against
lowering the numeric congestion thresholds in our rural and most suburban
areas as we believe LOS D/E is the most efficient quality of service to plan for
and that requiring greater mitigation will merely increase impervious surface in
the form of auxiliary lanes, an outcome inconsistent with the County's recent
and current water quality protection objectives.

Staging ceilings. We recommend against esta blishing staging ceilings. As
described in the Planning Board’s May 21 report, we maintain that:

o The PAMR adjustment that we recommend (partial mitigation in policy
areas that approach inadequacy) is analogous to, but yields greater
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benefits than a system that meters out “free” capacity until itis gone,
and then requires full mitigation from the next developer.

o The effectiveness of staging ceilings as a tool to balance jobs and housing
is marginal, in both senses. Overall zoning capacity and market conditions
will have a greater effect on the jobs-housing ratio.

o Competition for scare staging ceiling capacity can distort the market as
developers seek approvals before they are ready to move to
construction. It also increases pressure to accommodate projects that are
not complete prior to the expiration of their APF finding.

o Staging ceilings created an entire bureaucracy unto themselves, including
considerable staff and public attention to proposed exemptions and
reallocations of staging ceiling to accommodate specific projects or
projects of certain types. ‘
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Detailed Analysis: Policy Area Mobility Review

Planning staff recommends two substantial revisions to the Policy Area Mobility
Review (PAMR) analysis process. The first results in establishing a series of policy areas
for which partial PAMR mitigation would be required. The second addresses a means
for providing Metro Station Policy Areas with a progressive mitigation process similar to
the way in which they are treated in LATR. We also recommend a fairly minor, but
symbolic, administrative revision and have reviewed the concept of a four-year test.

Graduated Mitigation Requirements Under PAMR

The Planning Board’s May 21 Growth Paolicy recommended a PAMR analysis
whereby on an annual basis, each Policy Area would be graded either “adequate” or
“inadegquate”. For areas graded inadequate, applicants would be required to mitigate
100% of their trips using one or mere of four mitigation strategies:

e Trip reduction through a Trip Mitigation Agreement
e Application of non-auto transportation amenities in the LATR guidelines
e Provision of offsite roadway network capacity, or

s Provision of transit services

The proposed division line between adequate and inadequate is based on transit
mobility and arterial mobility level of service standards and has been described as a
“stairstep”. In presentations of the PAMR during late spring and summer, staff
identified an alternative method of setting standards for PAMR, which also used the
“stairstep” shape, but connected the apex of each step to the one below it, creating a
diagonal line. From a technical perspective, the stairstep reflects minimum arterial
mobility LOS standards for each transit mobility LOS category and the diagonal line
reflects a continuum between LOS thresholds for transit mobility and arterial mobility.

Staff proposes a new set of definitions for the same PAMR process and chart, as
shown on Figure 1 and summarized in Table 1:

e The area above the diagonal line would describe mobility conditions as
“acceptable.”

e The area between the diagonal line and the stairstep would describe mobility
conditions as “acceptable with partial mitigation.”

e The area below the stairstep would describe mobility conditions as “acceptable
with full mitigation.”
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Table 1. Comparison of Prior and Adjusted Versions of PAMR

Above
diagonal | Acceptable | None
line
Above
. Adequate | None Between | Acceptable
stairstep q . W . P 0% to 50% based on
diagonal | with . .
. . Relative Arterial
lineand | partial Mobilit
stairstep | mitigation ¥
Acceptable
Below - Bel
e Inadequate | 100% oW | with full | 100%
stairstep stairstep e
mitigation

The proportion of trips requiring mitigation in the “acceptable with partial
mitigation” range would vary based on the distance between the stairstep and the
diagonal line. For instance, in a Policy Area located midway between the twao lines, such
as Damascus, 25% of the trips would require PAMR mitigation, the midway point
between 0% and 50%.

Table 2 provides a summary of the required percentage of PAMR trip mitigation
required for each Policy Area under the revised staff proposal. :

Table 2. Policy Areas Requiring Partial or Full Mitigation

Policy Area " Mitigation Required in May ;- Mitigation Required in
proposal. .. . ptember proposal .~
Damascus 0% 25%
Fairland/White Oak 0% 40%
Gaithersburg Vicinity 100% -} 100%
Germantown East 100% 100%
Montgomery 0% 15%
Village/Airpark |
North Bethesda 0% 40%
North Potomac 0% 10%
Potomac 0% ©145%
R&D Village 0% 15%
Rockville 0% 20%
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staff believes this revised PAMR proposal addresses several concerns that were

raised about the original PAMR proposal:

That the test is not stringent enough to reflect County mobility expectations. The

revised proposal provides greater mitigation while maintaining the basis of the

process on nationally accepted mobility criteria. Some level of PAMR mitigation
is now required in 10 policy areas instead of just two.

That PAMR does not reflect degrees of adequacy in its mitigation requirements —
an area either passes or fails. Perhaps the second most pervasive concern with
the original PAMR process is that there is no effect of being close to failing.
Under the Policy Area Transportation Review procedure in effect prior to 2003,
development projects in areas close to failing were not required to mitigate trips
but the staging ceiling number provided some sense of how close the Policy Area
was to going into moratorium. We believe the “partial mitigation” revision to
PAMR provides the same level of guidance regarding proximity to inadequacy,
and has two additional benefits: '

e It requires some proactive contribution by the private sector, with the level
of contribution increasing as an area becomes worse

e Asdevelopment approvals in areas with “partial mitigation” are approved,
the combination of LATR plus PAMR partial mitigation will slow or halt the
downward trend within the Policy Area.

Treatment of Metro Station Policy Areas (MSPAs) in PAMR

The Council expressed concerns that MSPAs were not treated any differently

from their “parent” policy areas (for instance; Bethesda is the parent policy area of the
Friendship Heights and Bethesda CBD Metro station policy areas). PAMR did not reflect
MSPAs’ superior transit mobility because the modeling tool is not fine-grained enough
to make that distinction®. Staff considered several approaches to reflect the desire to
guide development toward MSPAs.

Before reviewing these alternatives, it is useful to discuss how the staff’s

recommendation to require partial mitigation in some policy areas (discussed above)
would affect Metro station policy areas. Staff's recommendation would mean that
partial mitigation {40%) would be required in the Twinbrook, White Flint, and Grosvenor
Metro station policy areas. Neither full nor partial mitigation would be required in any
other Metro station policy area under the current test results. Of course, test results will
change over time.

* The same characteristic appllied to the Policy Area Transportation Review —staging ceilings for MSPAs
were manually disaggregated from the parent Policy Area totals.
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The aiternative approaches are:
e Fully exempt development in Metro station policy areas from PAMR.

¢ Allow development projects in Metro station policy areas who use the current
“Alternative Review Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas” to meet their
LATR requirements to also “meet” their PAMR requirements. The Alternative
Review Procedure requires payment of double the applicable transportation
impact tax and agreement to reduce peak period vehicle trip generation by 50%,
with a monitoring program to ensure that the 50% goal is continuously
maintained.

s Require all (or all major) development projects in Metro station policy areas to
mitigate, or partially mitigate their trips -whether or not the “parent” policy
area is adequate or not. This requirement would replace both PAMR and LATR in
Metro station policy areas.

Staff is not recommending that development in Metro station policy areas be
fully exempt from PAMR. In most policy areas with Metro station areas, the majority of
future development is within the Metro station policy area. Development in within
these areas does create real mobility effects both within and outside the Metro station
areas.

The second option, allowing developers to use the Alternative Review Procedure
when it is to their advantage, has the benefit of historical precedent. Before Policy Area
Transportation Review was eliminated, developers could use the Alternative Review
Procedure to pass both transportation tests. Use of the procedure has been
controversial in the neighborhoods surrounding the areas where it has been used, but it
must be said that the procedure has only been used twice (Twinbrook Commons and
North Bethesda Town Center}.

The third option, which would replace PAMR and LATR in Metro station policy
areas with a trip mitigation requirement, is beneficial because the mitigation
requirement would enforce, and probably strengthen, the expected benefit of locating
development near high quality transit. For example, it may be that one can routinely
expect developmerit in Metro station areas to achieve at least a 25 percent non-driver
mode share. Unless the project is designed and programmed to support non-auto use,
however, those non-driver mode shares may not be achieved. On the other hand, a well
designed project with programmatic support would achieve improved non-driver mode
shares.

This option also moves away from a situation where most development projects
receive “free” development capacity while an unlucky few — those who wish to move
forward when the areas is “inadequate” — have major transportation improvement
conditions placed on them. Requiring each project to provide partial mitigation of auto
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trips may yield greater overall benefit than requiring a few projects to mitigate 100
percent of their trips {which would be the case if PAMR were applied in Metro station
areas).

, There are already mode share goals in some master plans and sector plans to
which development projects are held accountable.

However, requiring trip mitigation in Metro station areas raises several issues.
Among them:

¢ What teve! of trip mitigation would be require, and what tools would be
available to the development project to mitigate trips? One choice would be to
require what is now the “Alternative Review Procedure:” pay the full
development impact tax and mitigate 50 percent of trips. Other alternatives that
are less stringent: set the required mitigation level at something less than 50
percent, or allow the development project to use the full menu of mitigation
options proposed for PAMR, including non-auto amenities such as sidewalks.

« If applied to all MSPAs, it would increase the burden on most applicants,
particularly those in MSPAs that have “acceptable” mobility, such as Wheaton
and Glenmont. Moreover, in these areas, transportation conditions would be
more stringent in the Metro station area than in the surrounding policy area.

e The Alternate Review Procedure, as currently formulated, may not be ready for
broad application. For example, it has a strong monitoring component that
would be burdensome for smaller projects, and difficult to administer on
projects where the simpler monitoring techniques such as driveway counts are
not available. Also, broadly applying the current Alternative Review Procedure
would have implications on staff workload (for either M-NCPPC or DPWT).

e Stakeholders deserve an opportunity for public comment on a completely new
concept for treatment of Metro station areas

If there is interest in the concept of replacing PAMR and LATR with broad,
mandatory trip mitigation requirements in Metro station areas, staff suggests the best
approach would be to pursue itasa potential Growth Policy amendment in the spring.
In the interim; staff recommends that when a Metro station policy area is inadequate,
that developers be able to pass PAMR (as well as LATR) by mitigating 50 percent of their
trips, paying the full impact tax (that is, double the Metro station area tax), and the
other requirements of the Alternative Review Procedure,

Definition of LOS F as unacceptable
The PAMR Transit LOS and the PAMR Arterial LOS standards are inversely
related, reflecting the County’s long-standing policy that greater levels of roadway

congestion should be tolerated in areas where high-guality transit options are available.
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As proposed in May, if a policy area has a forecasted PAMR Transit LOS of A, the PAMR
Arterial LOS is set at F. Conversely, if a policy has a forecasted Transit LOS of F, the
PAMR Arterial LOS is set at A. -

During the Planning Board’s May review of PAMR, they voted to establish a line
‘within the LOS F ranges on both the Transit and Arterial axes below which no area
would be deemed adequate. Staff now proposes to simplify the finding further; no area
should be considered acceptable without full PAMR mitigation if either the Transit LOS
or Arterial LOS is in the F range. This change is largely symbolic as none of our
alternative scenario tests to date have resulted in a LOS F score for either axis. It does
change the lines slightly at the extreme edges of the PAMR chart shown in Figure 1.

Four Year Versus Six Year PAMR Analysis Period

Staff recommends that the PAMR analysis period remain at six years rather than
four years. The PAMR analysis to define policy area adequacy is performed several
mohths in advance of annual policy area adequacy establishment and the analysis is
used for an additional calendar year. Itis therefore appropriate that the PAMR analysis
consider six years of future projects while the LATR test, applied at time of subdivision
application, considers four years. An analysis of the four-year PAMR test results is
contained in Appendix D.

Detailed Analysis: Local Area Transportation Review

Staff recommends that the Planning Board support three changes to the LATR
process described in the May 21 Growth Policy Report:

s For development cases where an intersection CLV exceeds its Policy Area
congestion standard in the background condition, approved development should
be required to reduce the CLV below the background condition by a CLV amount
equal to the CLV increase attributable to the development.

e The LATR Guidelines should include additional guidance on the number of
intersections to be included in LATR studies for developments generating more
than 1,750 vehicle trips. '

e The congestion standard for the Germantown Town Center Policy Area should
be raised from 1450 to 1600.

We recommend no change to the remaining CLV standards, including the rural and most
suburban areas. The following paragraphs explain the rationale for these
recommendations.
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LATR Guidelines for Developments Generating More than 1,750 Peak Hour Trips

The number of intersections affected by a new development increases as the
size of the development increases. The LATR Guidelines reflects this characteristic in the
Table 2 guidance regarding the number of signalized intersections in each direction that
should be included in the LATR study. These criteria are informally described as “rings”
by LATR study practitioners. A development generating between 30 and 250 peak hour
vehicle trips must include at least one intersection in each direction (a one-ring study}
from the site access point. Table 2 indicates that for every 500 vehicle trips above 250,
another “ring” should be added to the study, up to a five ring study for a site generating
1,750 or more vehicle trips. Council staff recommends specifying criteria for a sixth and
seventh ring, at 2,250 and 2,750 trips, respectively. Staff concurs with this
recommendation as it improves both specificity and consistency.

Germantown Town Center

Planning efforts for both the CCT and the Germantown Master Plan recognize
that for both multimodal equity and urban design reasons, a higher CLV standard is
appropriate in the Germantown Town Center Policy Area. Staff concludes that the
Germantown Town Center CLV standard should be 1600, which is one letter grade
worse than the prevailing areas around the town center which are at 1450.

An alternative would be to establish a CLV standard of 1800, similar to the other
urban policy areas. However, the CCT will not provide the same level of transit mobility
as the Metrorail system does, so staff finds that an 1800 CLV is not appropriate for the
Germantown Town Center.

Rural and suburban policy areas

Staff finds that the current LOS standards in rural policy areas, and the least
densely settled suburban policy areas, are appropriate. There are two reasons the CLV
standards should not be lowered further in rural or suburban policy areas.

First, achieving a better LOS is not an appropriate goal if adequate conditions are
already being achieved. 1t is true that school report card consisting of Ds would not be
acceptable to the average parent. However, transportation engineers consider LOS D
and E to be the most cost-effective conditions to design for, as they reflect the
maximum throughput, or person-carrying capacity, of a roadway. The LOS standards
used for subdivision review are also considered in master planning and roadway facility
planning studies, so if the County setsa higher LOS goals for development to achieve, it
will also apply that standard to its own projects. '

Second, an effect of lowering the CLV sta ndard will be to require the
construction of more turn lanes, increasing impervious surface in areas we most want to
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remain impervious. Staff has supported the reduction in the Upper Paint Branch Special
Protection Area impervious cap from 10% to 8% as proposed in ZTA 07-11. To make CLV
standards in the Upper Paint Branch SPA more stringent would be inconsistent with the
objective of ZTA 07-11. A similar, afthough less specifically codified, logic applies
elsewhere in areas of the county with low density development.

How Shoutd Development Treat Intersections Already Worse Than the CLV Standard?

The current Growth Policy requires that developers ensure that their
development does not cause the level of intersection congestion to worsen beyond the
applicable congestion standard. However, in cases where'the intersection congestion
would already be worse than the standard without the development {(called the
“background condition”, as it includes existing traffic and that traffic generated by
approved but unbuilt development), the developer does not need to provide
improvements needed to attain the standard, but rather only those improvements
needed to leave the congestion no worse than if the development did not occur. In
other words, when congestion already exceeds the standard, the obligation of the
developer is to “do no additional harm”.

Council staff has proposed two modifications to the Growth Policy that would
change the approach for intersections whose background conditions are worse than the
congestion standard:

e FEstablish a higher CLV threshold (perhaps 200 CLV above the congestion
standard for each policy area) that development would need to achieve, or

¢ Require development to mitigate to a condition better than (perhaps by 50 CLV)
the background condition.

Staff recommends combining these two conditions. For development cases
where an intersection CLV exceeds its Policy Area congestion standard in the '
background condition, approved development should be reqwred to reduce the CLV
below the background condition by a CLV amount equal to the CLV increase attributable
to the development. In essence, the requirement would be to mitigate twice the
amount of the impact. This proposal would make the burden for improvement
commensurate with the level of development impact proposed.
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Iltems for Further Study

There are three areas of study recommended, each related toward bringing the
next Growth Policy revision closer toward our anticipated sustainability objectives.

Travel Demand and Parking Management Policy

Identifying and implementing ways of reducing peak hour vehicle trips, especially
auto trips is a topic of increasing interest. Many new strategies are being used in
different places nationally and overseas. The question is: How should these new ideas
best be applied in Montgomery County, where we already have a relatively effective bus
and rail system, parking charges in many locations, and some Transportation
Management Districts? A work program item with consulting assistance could provide
these answers and be part of evolving new growth policy following our emerging
sustainability principles.

We have emphasized shifting mode share goals in our master plans for decades
yet the public response to our current Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies has
been mixed. If the Council wishes to reduce the current 72% drive-alone mode share for
commuting, we would recommend consultant assistance to identify the methods being
used more effectively in other jurisdictions similar to Montgomery County, and to
propose detailed plans that could be reviewed by the many stakeholders in our County.
How any actions we take will position us relative to other surrounding jurisdictions,
making our businesses less competitive, for example, is one of many important
considerations that have been raised in discussions on this topic in the past.

We believe that parking management is an important area to pursue. Many
experts suggest that parking availability is the key variable in the decision to travel by
car or transit. Just limiting parking, or charging more, is a simple answer to a complex
problem. Council Resolution 16-236 (regarding expanded parking hours) demonstrates
the level of controversy associated with the issue and the difficulty associated with
implementing even minor policy changes.

We will need to evaluate some of these issues as part of our comprehensive
zoning code amendment work program. However, analysis of parking charges, zoning
requirements, and implementation tools such as Parking Lot District establishment, will
require substantial interagency coordination and consulting assistance. The Planning
Department does not have parking specialists who could do this work although we stand
ready to supervise consultants if this study were incorporated into our work program.

Transit Service Overlay Areas

Development is currently encouraged in Metro Station Policy Areas (MSPAs)
through three mechanisms related to transportation:
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More relaxed LATR congestion standards (a CLV of 1800), including a queuing
analysis option for intersections with CLV values higher than 1800,

An Alternative Review Procedure that allows applicants to be exempt from LATR
requirements in exchange for paying double the transportation impact tax and
entering into a Traffic Mitigation Agreement (TMAg) to achieve a 50% reduction
in vehicle trip generation.

A transportation impact tax rate that, at 50% of the Countywide rate, is lower
than would be expected due solely to reduced trip generation characteristics of
MSPA development {otherwise, the TMAg emphasis in the Alternative Review
Procedure would be meaningless). :

We recommend further study of additional concepts to encourage development into
areas well served by transit. These concepts include:

Revisions to the three existing mechanisms above, such as higher CLV congestion
standards (a standard of 1900 has been suggested) and stiding scales to match
trip reduction goals, TMAg durations, and impact tax rates.

Identification of separate treatments for “Transit Service Overlay” areas, defined
by individual parce! proximity to transit service (including the frequency of bus
service). These areas would be candidates for “mini-MSPA” treatments, such as
relaxed CLV standards or transportation impact tax rates.

Identification of separate treatments for urban areas as defined in the Road
Code process. These areas would have more pedestrian-oriented design
standards and should also be logical transit service nodes.

Local Area Transportation Review

During the PHED discussions of the Growth Policy in July, Council members

A 'expressed interest in a number of approaches to analyzing mobility that are applicable
to LATR and inextricably intertwined:

Considering the experience of individuals in addition to the average experience
of an aggregate group

Shifting emphasis towards operational analysis elements such as queuing and
delay '

A more seamless comparison of system performance across modes

Examples of these concerns can be described for the intersection of Colesville Road and
Fenton Street. Currently, due to favorable signal progression along US 29, most vehicles
traveling in the peak direction along Colesville Road do not stop at all white some
motorists on Fenton Street might wait for a second signal cycle. However, if signal
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phases for pedestrians crossing Colesville Road were longer, both autos and buses on
Colesville Road would experience greater delay. :

These issues are being faced by jurisdictions across the country. The Planning
Board’s current Growth Policy proposals are based on national research published by
the Transportation Research Board and reflected in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual
and the 2001 Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual. The Transportation
Research Board is conducting additional research to inform the next generation of these
documents. The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project 3-
70, Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban Streets, is expected to be completed
in December 2007.

Based on both the level of interest in, and the complexity of both the transit-
emphasis area treatments and the LATR details, we recommend that the Planning Board
and County Council consider an inclusive and phased approach to the problem. To be
inclusive, a technical working group should be established consisting of:

¢ M-NCPPC

. DPWT

¢ SHA

e Representatives of the consulting community who prepare LATR studies

¢ Interest groups such as Action Committee for Transit and Coalition for Smart
Growth -

» Anindependent consultant to provide research and development services to
compare proposals with practices in other jurisdictions and beta-test those
proposals with either recent or hypothetical case studies in Montgomery County.

The phased approach should include Planning Board and County Council review
according to the following schedule to determine:

s Organization of technical work group and independent consultant by December
2007

s A policy on measures of effectiveness by June 2008: What outcomes should we
measure in the development review process? Should the County convert from
our current CLV-based methodology to an operational based methodology?
How would we accomplish similar analyses for long-range master planning
decisions?

e A policy on performance standards by Sebtember 2008: Given the established
measures of effectiveness and analysis tools, what should the performance
standards be for different areas of the County, such as?

o Policy Areas, including
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= Metro Station Policy Areas,

= Town Center Policy Areas,

= QOther suburban policy areas,

= Rural policy areas
o More flexible overlay areas, including

» Transit Service Overlay areas,

= Urban areas as defined through the Road Code process,
o Roadway functional classification

e A policy on mitigation approaches by March 2009: Given the established
performance standards, how should development applications be allowed to
mitigate impacts?

This schedule should allow a phased review and buy-in process from the
Planning Board and County Cauncil so that policy decisions considered in each phase are
building upon those policy decisions made in the prior phases. This schedule wiil also
reflect our concurrent design and sustainability proposals during FY 08 and allow the
Council to consider the changes as part of the comprehensive growth policy report due
from the Planning Board in June 2009. '

We expect that the comprehensive, three-pronged study outlined above would

require two additional work years for staff and approximately $300K in consulting
services. -

48



APPENDIX D. POLICY AREA MOBILITY REVIEW (PAMR) STANDARDS

The Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) process is described on pages 114 to
125 of the Planning Board’s May 21 report. It consists of the following elements:

e Establishment of Transit LOS and Arterial LOS standards to be applied within
each policy area

o Evaluation of the forecasted conditions for each policy area
e Finding of PAMR “adequacy” or “inadequacy” for each policy area

¢ Development of alternative approaches to mitigate transportation impacts of
development in areas found inadequate.

The PAMR process uses information in two documents published by the
Transportation Research Board (TRB) to assess arterial and transit mobility. Additional
details on the process and references are described beldw, excerpted from material we
prepared for a County Council PHED Committee worksession packet,

Transit Level of Service

Transit level of service is computed by using the Department’s TRAVEL/3 model
to summarize the amount of time it takes people to travel to work by auto from each
policy area to everywhere else in the model region during the morning peak period.
Then, the number of work-related auto trips are calculated from each policy area to
everywhere else in the model region. The auto travel times are then divided by the
number of work-related auto trips to compute an average roadway trip time for each
policy area.

Next, the model is used to summarize the amount of time it takes for people to
travel to work by transit from each policy area to everywhere else in the model region
during the morning peak period. Then, the number of work-related transit trips are
calculated from each policy area to everywhere else in the model region. The transit
travel times are then divided by the number of work-related transit trips to compute an
average transit trip time for each policy area.

Finally, the average roadway trip times are divided by the average transit trip
times to compute an “average transit delay” percentage for each policy area. The
resuitant average transit delay percentages are used on the y-axis of the PAMR chart.

The relationship between auto mobility and transit mobility are assessed a level
of service grade based upon Exhibit 3-31 of the Transit Capacity and Quality of Service
Manual, excerpted below. Exhibit 3-31 describes this aspect of transit level of service as
the difference in travel times. Staff has converted the Exhibit 3-31 differences to a ratio
by dividing the difference in travel times, using a 45-minute journey-to-work as the '
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denominator. For example, a trip that takes 45 minutes longer by transit than by auto
equates to a Relative Transit Mobility value of 50%, the threshold between LOS D and
LOSE.

Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual—279 Edlition

Since transit-auto fravel lime is a system measure, its data requirements ave
greater than those for transit stop and route segmeent measures. This section presents
two metheds for calculating transit-auta travel time LO5: one uses a transportation
planning medel and the other is done by hand.

- As with many of the other service measures, transit-auto travel time can be
measured at different times of the day, for example, at peak and off-peak times.
Becanse peak hour traffic congestion: tends to lengthen antomobile hip times, the
calculated LOS will often be better during peak hours than during the rest of the day.
Exhibit 3-31 provides the transit-auto travel time LOS thresholds:

Exhibit 3-31 108 Travel Time Diffarence (nin) _C ts
Fixed-Raute Transit-Auto A =0 Faster by transit thar by automoblle
Treuel Time LOS B 1-15 About as fast by ransk as by automabile
C 16-30 Tolerable for cholce riders
D 3t-45 Round-trip ot Jeast an hour Jonger by transit
£ 46-60 Tadious for ail riders; may be best passible in smalf cittes
F >60 Unaccaptable to most riders

Door-to-door fravel by transit is faster than by auto at LOS ALY This level of
service provides considerable incentive o potential riders to use transit. At LOS "B,
the in-vehicle travel times by auto and transit are comparable, but the walk and wait
time for transit makes the total trip by transif slightly longer. Riders must spend an
extra hour per day using transit at LOS “C” levels and up to 1.5 hours at LOS "D Al
145 “E” individual trins take on ta 1 honr lonser by fransit than by matomabile:

Arterial Level of Service

Arterial level-of-service is computed by first summarizing travel speeds for each
policy area under free-flow, evening peak period, travel conditions as defined by the
model process for all of the non-freeway roads in each policy area. Then a travel speed
calculation is made under congested evening peak period travel conditions for all of the
non-freeway roads in each policy area.- The free-flow travel speeds are then divided by
the congested arterial travel speeds to compute an “average rolling delay” percentage
for each policy area. The resultant average rolling delay percentages are used on the x-
axis of the PAMR charts.

The arterial level of service standards are based on the Highway Capacity Manual
Exhibit 15-2, excerpted below. As with the transit level of service axis, the PAMR arterial
LOS thresholds are expressed as a ratio. For instance, on a street with a 40 MPH free
flow speed, the Exhibit 15-2 threshold between LOS D and LOS E occurs at 22 MPH, or a
rate of travel 55% as fast as the free flow speed.
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Highwoy Capacity Manual 2000

ather hand, longer urban street segments comprising heavily loaded intersections can
pravide reasonably good LOS, although an individual signalized interscction might be
operating at & lower level. The term through vehicle refers to all vehicles passing directly
through 2 strest segment and not taming.

Exhibit 15-2 lists urban street LOS criteria based on average travel speed and urban
street clacs. It should be noted that if demand volume exceeds capacity atl any pointon
the facility, the average trave] speed might not be a good measure of the LOS. The street
classifications identified in Exhibit 15-2 are defined in the next section.

EXMIBIT 15-2. URBAN STREET LOS BY CLASS

Urban Street Class [ ¥ m N Travel spaed defines LOS on
Range of frea-flow 55 1o 45 mih 4510 35 mi 3510 30 mifh 3510 25 mim
speeds (FFS)
Typlcal FFS 50 mih 40 mih 35 miim A0 mik
LOS Average Travel Speed (mifh)
A »42 »>35 =30 > 2%
| > 3-42 » 2835 »24-30 >18-25
c »21-34 >22-28 >18-24 1319
o »21-27 > 17-22 > 14-18 *9-13
13 >18-21 »13-17 » 1014 >T-8
F <16 513 =10 57

APPENDIX E. FOUR-YEAR PAMR SENSITIVITY TEST

2011 PAMR Analysis

In response to a request from the County Council, a “2011 PAMR analysis” was
performed that assumed a transportation/land use scenario reflecting a 4-year capital
program in combination with land use consistent with the 2013 PAMR test. The key
elements and findings of this analysis are briefly discussed below.

Land Use and Transportation Network Assumptions

The land use assumed for the 2011PAMR analysis inside of Montgomery County
is the same as that assumed for the recommended 2013 PAMR analysis. That land use
scenario is described asthe combination of all existing and pipeline of approved but un-
built development in the County {as of January 2007), plus proposed development at
the Nava!l Medical Center in Bethesda associated with the Federal Base Realignment and
Closure [BRAC) program. The land use outside of the County assumed a 4-year
projection (i.e., year 2011forecast) based on the MWCOG Round 7.0 Cooperative
Forecast.

The following transportation projects were removed from or modified relative
to the 2013 network in order to define a year 2011network reflecting 3 4-year ca pital
program:
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e Roads

o Intercounty Conector {ICC): 6-lane freeway between I-370 and US 1 in
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties (removed)5

o Observation Drive Extended: 2-fane arterial roadway from the existing
terminus in Germantown to the MD 355 Bypass in Clarksburg (removed)

o Goshen Road Extended: 4-lane arterial roadway between Odenhal
Avenue to Warfield Road (reduced to a 2-lane arterial roadway)

e Transit

o Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT): Segment between Metropolitan Grove
and COMSAT (removed} -

o Dulles Metrorail Extension: Removed °

‘Summary of Findings

While several policy areas move “closer to failure” in the year 2011 test, the overall
findings are quite similar to the year 2013 analysis ~ namely, with the exception of two
policy areas (Gaithersburg City and Germantown East), all policy areas in the County are
adequate. As noted above, the ICC was removed from this analysis. The roadway is
clearly a major transportation facility, but it only accounts for approximately 4.3% of
total Countywide vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and 1.65% of total countywide vehicle
hours of travel {VHT) in the 2013 PAMR analysis. Therefore, it is not surprising that the
removal of this roadway in the 2011 PAMR analysis would lead to results which are
generally comparable with the 2013 PAMR test.

Relative to the 2013 test, an observation of the PAMR results for policy areas located
within the “ICC Corridor Area” make sense — i.e., the regional arterial mobility {RAM) for
these areas decreases. These policy areas include Aspen Hill, Cloverly, Derwood and
Fairland/White Oak. The decrease in RAM in the Rural East policy area seems plausible
as the removal of the ICC would have a negative impact on local traffic in the southern
portion of this area. The RAM increase in Gaithersburg City and Rockville (the vicinity of
the western terminus of the ICC) can be explained because ICC-related traffic is no
longer able to reach the local roadway network in these areas.

Relative to the 2013 test, PAMR results for the Montgomery Village/Airpark area seem
reasonable given the remova! of capacity along Goshen Road. To some extent, the
removal of the ICC would also contribute to the PAMR results reported for this area.

5 1t should be noted that any bus routes operating along the ICC were removed as well,
® This project is located in Fairfax County, VA.
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The year 2011 PAMR results are summarized in the following table.

Year 2011 PAMR Tabulation

Forecast - ’ " Relative  Forecast: . Difference.
Relative . Arterial . Relative  Between.
Transit Transit-LOS Arterial LOS. Mobility .  Arterial Forecast & ' Adequ

Policy Area Mobility  Standard  Standard - . Standard - Mobility.  Standard .- Finding
Aspen Hill 70% C b 40% 42% 2% Adequate
Beth. Chevy Chase 75% c D 40% 43% 3% Adequate
Clarksburg 54% D c 55% 71% 16% Adequate
Clovery 64% C D 40% 57% 17% Adequate
Damascus 48% E B 70% 75% 5% Adequate
Derwood 72% c D 40% 47% 7% Adequate
Fairland/White Ozk 62% C D 40% 41% 1% Adequate
Gaithersburg 58% D C 55% 51% -4% Inadequate
Germantown East 55% D C 55% 52% -3% Inadequate

'| Germantown West 60% D C 55% 69% 14% Adequate
Kensington/Wheaton 75% C D 40% 47% 7% Adequate
Mont. Village/Airpark 63% C D 40% 46% 6% Adeguate
North Bethesda 73% C D 40% 44% 4% Adequate
North Potomac 62% C D 40% 54% 14% Adequate
Olney 65% C D 40% 51% 11% Adequate
Potomac 66% C D 40% 43% 3% Adequate
R&D Village 58% D C 55% 65% 10% Adequate
Rockville 65% C D 40% 44% 4% Adequate
Silver Spring/Tak. Pk 73% C D 40% 47% 7% Adequate
Rural Area East 64% C D 40% 52% 12% Adequate
Rural Area West 59% o D 40% 69% 29% Adequate
Mont. County Total 75% 48%
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Measures of School Adequacy

The Growth Policy currently has a two-tiered test for school adequacy. When forecast
enrollment for a high school exceeds 100 percent of forecast capacity for that high'school; or
forecast enrollment for elementary or middle schools in a cluster exceeds 105 percent of the
capacity for those schools in that cluster, the Planning Board may approve residential
development in that cluster but only if the developer agrees to contribute financially to new
school facilities (a “school facilities payment”). If forecast enroliment at any level exceeds 100
percent of capacity, then the cluster is closed to new residential subdivision approvals (except
senior housing) for that fiscal year. ' '

Almost every aspect of the school adequacy test was evaluated by the Planning Board in
its Final Draft 2007-2009 Growth Poficy. The discussion begins on page 59. The Planning Board
recommended:

e Using the same definition of capacity in the Growth Policy as is used by Montgomery
County Public Schools for facility planning (aka, “program capacity”).

s Retaining the two-tiered test that first triggers a school facilities payment when
enrollment exceeds 110 percent of capacity, and a moratorium when enroliment
exceeds capacity by 135 percent. Although neither threshold is a “magic number,” they
were selected by the Planning Board after an in-depth review of the factors that affect
school enrollment change.

s Setting the school facilities payment equal to the cost-per-pupil of schoo! infrastructure,
which is $32,524 for each elementary school student, $42,351 for each middle school
student, and $47,501 for each high school student.

The numbers underpinning the Planning Board recommendations are shown in tables on the
next page.

The result of the Planning Board’s recommendations is that the school facilities payment
would be required at the high school level by development in the Wootton cluster; at the
middle school level by development in the Clarksburg cluster; and at the elementary school
level in the Blake, Clarksburg, Einstein, Kennedy, Northwest and Wheaton clusters.

County Executive Isiah Leggett’s Growth Policy recommendations contain one difference
from the Planning Board’s school adequacy test recommendations. The Executive would
impose the school facilities payment at a lower threshold: 100 percent of program capacity. The
Executive’s recommendations would impose the school facitities payment in two additional
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clusters at the high school fevel; one additional cluster at the middle school level, and nine
additional clusters at the elementary school level.

Numbers Related to the Planning Board’s School Facilities Payment Recommendations

Marginal Costs of Growth' Elementary Middle -~ High .
Cost per pupil $32,524 $42,351 | $47,501
Housing Type

SFD {single family detached) 0.320 0.144 0.131
SFA (single family attached) 0.211 0.122 0.107
Multi-family garden apt. 0.153 0.056 0.073
High/Low Rise w/parking 0.042 0.039 0.033

Cost per Housing Type - Elementary Middle .

SFD (single family detached) | $10,408 56,099  |$6223  |$22,729
SFA {single family attached) $6,863 $5,167 $5,083 $17,112
Multi-family garden apt $4,976 $2,372 53,468 $10,815
High/Low Rise w/parking 51,366 51,652 $1,568 $4,585

Council Issues with the School Adequacy Test

The County Council is considering several options for the school adequacy testin
addition to those recommended by the Planning Board and the County Executive. The Council
has not yet selected a threshold for triggering the schoo! facilities payment or a subdivision
moratorium. Among the options raised by Councilmembers: a 100 percent threshold for the
school facilities payment and a 110 percent threshold for imposing a moratorium.

Councilmembers also asked for the results of the school adequacy test if the forecast
horizon were changed from 5 years (the current approach) to four years. This change would
mean that the test would forecast enrollment four years into the future and compare it with
school capacity anticipated to be available four years from now. MCPS has recalculated the
enrollment and capacity numbers for a four year test and the results are shown in a following

! Source: MICPS
2 source; MNCPPC Census Update Survey
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table entitled “Capacity Remaining Under Various Thresholds for School Test Using MCPS
Program Capacity and Four Year Threshald.”

Council staff proposed more substantial changes to the current test: calculating “staging
ceilings” based on school capacity and eliminating the school facilities payment in favor of a
“cailing flexibility” provision. This second idea would eliminate the two-tier nature of the school
adequacy test —a cluster would either be “adequate” and new approvals could continue, or the
cluster would be “inadequate” and approvals would stop unless the developer built the school
facilities needed by his development (a qualitatively different idea from having the develaper
contribute funds toward school capacity).

“Staging ceilings” have been used with the Growth Policy’s policy area transportation
test for many years. Setting staging ceilings for schools is a relatively simple matter: the amount
of remaining capacity for new students in each cluster is equal to the forecast capacity minus
the forecast enrollment. In the previous table entitled “Capacity Remaining Under Various
Thresholds for School Test Using MCPS Program Capacity and Four Year Threshaold,” Planning
staff shows the remaining capacity for new students under various definitions of adequacy.

Planning staff notes that “net remaining capacities” under the old transportation staging
ceilings were based on transportation demand from existing development plus the entire
pipeline of approved development. This is different from what is proposed for the school
ceilings, which would be forecast enrollment. MCPS has expressed concern about-using
forecasts as the basis for staging ceilings, as the forecasts are already hotly debated and this
would give them even greater importance.

When the Montgomery County School Board supported the Planning Board’s
recommendatlons it noted that a concern about “program capacity” is that it can change from
year to year to a much greater extent than the current definition of “Growth Policy capacity.”
The School Board proposed handling this problem by freezing program capacity of a school over
the two-year Growth Policy cycle. This would mean that if a program were moved from one
school to another during the Growth Policy cycle, it would not trigger a change in the school
adequacy test results until the next Growth Policy was adopted. Planning staff supports this
idea.
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Pianning Staff Response

With the exception of the School Board proposal to freeze program capacity over the
life of the Growth Policy, Planning staff is not recommending that the Planning Board change its
recommendations for the school adequacy test.

The Planning Board decided to recommend switching to “program capacity” to better
reflect how capacity is experienced by students and how capacity is defined for school planning
purposes. “Program capacity” is smaller than the current “Growth Policy capacity.” A historical
concern about using “program capacity” is that the results vary depending on many small
decisions not directly related to infrastructure. That is one of the reasons that Planning staff
recommended that the threshold for the school facilities payment be 110 percent instead of
100 percent — the payment would not be triggered by a programming decision that just barely
lifts enrollment over capacity in a cluster. '

The Planning Board studied the factors affecting school enroliment change — particularly
the role that new development plays compared to other sources of change. The Planning
Board’s recommendation that the school facilities payment be triggered at 110 percent of
capacity and the moratorium triggered at 135 percent of capacity reflects a finding that new
development is often not the major source of school enroliment change.

Planning staff is not recommending that the school adequacy test be based on a four-
year forecast of enrollment and capacity, although we do not feel strongly about this issue.
Staff notes that the four-year test and the five-year test have the same seven clusters paying
the school facilities payment, and no cluster would be over 135 percent of capacity, so no
cluster would be in moratorium. A rationale for moving to a four-year test is if school facilities
fully funded in the first five years of a CIP do not result in school facilities being com pleted five
years later. That is, have programmed school facilities, once counted for the Growth Policy,
been delayed? A review of past school construction by Council staff suggests that school
projects, one fully funded in the CIP, do move reliably to completion.

Planning staff is not recommending the use of staging ceilings for schools. Staff notes
that we did not recommend the return of staging ceilings for the transportation test, either.
Our rationale is that staging ceilings add considerable uncertainty and complexity to the
adequate public facilities test. That added uncertainty and complexity is not justified by the
added public benefit because the relationship of new developmént and facility adequacy is not
precise.
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Planning staff has a warmer reaction to the idea of requiring developers in clusters that
are inadequate to build the school facilities needed by their development project. We don't
agree with Council staff’s rationale® but we agree that there is a closer nexus between impact
and remedy if the developer is required to make an improvement that mitigates the impact of
his development project. We are not recommending adoption of this approach because
Planning staff is trying to move away from a system where developers contribute little toward
infrastructure as long as facilities are “adequate” but as soon as the line is crossed into
“inadequate” status, new development must mitigate 100 percent of its impact (or even more
than 100 percent, in some cases).

The two-tiered school test has two different levels of requirements on developers,
pending on the degree of inadequacy. Staff thinks that approach makes sense for a County at
this stage in its development, and we are applying the idea in our revised recommendations for
PAMR as well.

Having some clusters in “school facilities payment” status also signals the public sector
that it is time to allocate more resources to that cluster. This is another way that the school .
facilities payment serves a traditional APFO function.

3 council staff suggested that the use of a school facilities payment runs counter to the principle of an adequate
public facilities ordinance. Planning staff does not agree, in part because of the likelihood that school facilities
payments will result in the construction of the needed facilities, and in part because the school facilities payment is
backed up by a moratorium if conditions worsen.
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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING

Background

Development impact taxes are a vehicle for new development to contribute toward the
infrastructure needed to support that development. The Planning Board has recommended
that new development projects be assessed impact taxes that reflect the average marginal cost
of expansion of schools and transportation infrastructure capacity required to serve them and
sustain current levels of service. '

Planning Department staff continues to recommend setting tfansportation impact tax
rates at levels that reflect the full cost {approximately $1.2 billion) of planned increases in
transportation capacity. The schedule of tax rates we developed to accomplish this goa! is the
following:

Residential (per dwelling unit)

SFD (single family detached) $8,380 54,191 $12,572
SFA (single family attached)- 56,856 $3,429 510,286
Multi-family (except high-rise) $5,884 $2,943 $7,591
High-rise residential 54,204 $2,102 $5,422
Multi-family senior residential $1,682 5840 $2,169
Non-residential {per sq. ft GFA)

Office $11.55 $5.80 $13.90
Industrial $5.40 $2.65 $6.40
Retail $18.80 $9.50 $22.55
Place of worship $0.30 $0.15 $0.35
Private elementary and $0.75 $0.35 $1.00
secondary school _

Hospital $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other non-residential $4.85 $2.40 $5.80

In addition to being more closely tied to the cost of infrastructure, this methodology for
calculating transportation impact tax rates varies from the current approach in some other
ways. One of the more notable is that this method is basing the cost allocations on total daily
auto trips, rather than peak period auto trips. The result of this change is to allocate more of
the costs to retail uses. Retail excepted, these rates are generally about twice the current rates.

For schools, Planning staff continues-to recommend that the impact tax be based on the
total cost of providing new school capacity sufficient to meet the need generated by new
development. The Planning Board recommends the following school impact tax rates:
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School iImpact Tax

Residential {per dwelling uni

SFD (single family detached) 822,729
SFA (single family attached) 517,112
Multi-family (except high-rise) $10,815
High-rise residential $4,585
Multi-family senior resideritial - S0

This component of the infrastructure impact tax applies only to residential development. It
applies to all residential development throughout the County without regard for the extent to
which schools in the immediate cluster serving it are operating above or below capacity. The
impact tax as recommended would provide sufficient revenues to cover the average marginal
cost of the infrastructure to support new development and woulid allow the County to sustain
current levels of service in to the future.

Another mechanism used to fund infrastructure is the recordation tax. The current
recordation tax in Montgomery County is applied to the transfer in ownership of residential
property. As the County continues to grow, some of the change that will occur will simply be -
thanges in population characteristics within existing neighborhoods. School age populations
within certain neighborhoods will increase even in the absence of new development, especially
as older residents move out of those neighborhoods and younger ones move in. For this source
of school enroliment change, the Board has recommended an increase in the recordation tax.
The current Montgomery County tax is $6.90 per $1000 {with the first $50,000 exempt}, with
$4.40 going toward the general fund and $2.50 dedicated to MCP and Montgomery College.

Comparison of Recordation and Transfer Taxes

The County Council requested additional comparative information about recordation
and transfer tax rates. Recordation and transfer tax rates for neighboring jurisdictions vary with
rates in Virginia substantially lower. Under current rates, a $500,000 house in Montgomery
County would be assessed a total recordation and transfer tax of $10,605, compared to 47,500
in Frederick and $14,780 in Baltimore, while a similarly priced home would be charged $2,167
tax in northern Virginia and $11,000 in the District of Columbia. Virginia charges a State Grantor
Tax which is paid by the property seller. ’ '

A comparative table of recordation and transfer tax rates follows.
Impact Taxes, the Cost of Housing, and Regressivity

During Council work sessions, several issues were raised with respect to imposition of
the full marginal cost of growth. First, a concern was raised regarding the effect of increased
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Recordation and Transfer Tax Rates.

Maryland, Virginia and the District of Columbia

‘Virginia
Alexandria City
Arlington County
Fairfax County
Loudon County

- Prince William

District of Columbia

Maryland

Frederick County
Howard County
Montgomery County
Prince Georges County
Baltimore County
Baltimore City

* First $50,000 exempt
**First $22,000 exempt

Virginia Recordation Tax
25 cents per 5100
25 cents per 5100
25 cents per 5100
25 cents per $100
25 cents per 5100

D.C. Recordation Tax
1.10%

Maryland Recordation Tax
$10.00 per $1,000
$5.00 per $1,000

$6.90 per 51,000*
$4.40 per 51,000

$5.00 per $1,000%*
$10.00 per $1,000%*

Maryland, Virginia and the District of Columbia

Virginia
Alexandria City
Arlington County
Fairfax County
Loudon County
Prince William

District of Columbia

Maryland

Frederick County
Howard County
Montgomery County
Prince Georges County
Baltimore County
Baltimore City

virginia Recordation Tax
$1,250
51,250
51,250
$1,250
51,250

D.C. Recordation Tax
$5,500

Maryland Recordation Tax
$5,000
£2,500
$3,105
$2,200
$2,390
$4,780

County/City Recordation Tax

1/3 of State tax rate
1/3 of State tax rate
1/3 of State tax rate
1/3 of State tax rate
1/3 of State tax rate

D.C. Transfer Tax

1.10%

County/City Transfer Tax
0.00%
1.00%
1.00%
1.40%
1.50%
1.50%

Estimated Recordation and Transfer Costs on'a $500,000 home sa le

County/City Recordation Tax

§t

5417
5417
5417
417
5417

D.C. Transfer Tax
$5,500

County/City Transfer Tax
: 50

55,000

$5,000

$7,000"

57,500
57,500

Virginia Grantor Tax
50 cents per $500
50 cents per 5500
50 cents per 5500
50 cents per $500
50 cents per 5500

Maryland Transfer Tax

0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%

Virginia Grantor Tax
5500
$500
$500
$500
$500

Maryland Transfer Tax
$2,500
$2,500
$2,500
52,500
$2,500
$2,500

TOTAL
$2,167
$2,167
$2,167
$2,167
$2,167

TOTAL
$11,000

TOTAL

$7,500
$10,000
$10,605
511,700
$12,390
$14,780



impact taxes on the price of housing. In the Final Draft 2007-2009 Growth Policy, Planning
Department staff provides references to several academic studies that conclude impact taxes
are not passed on to the homebuyer, but are instead recaptured by the developer by bidding
less for undeveloped land. There is also research that indicates that home values increase
when impact taxes result in a higher level of services in a community.

Staff will not revisit those arguments again in this report, except to note that even if ane
could characterize rising home prices in a hot market as being partially propelled by increased
impact taxes (a difficult argument to make, in staff’s judgment), the current housing market is
no longer one that can be considered “hot.” Staff discusses the housing market and the County
economy in more detail further in this report.

A second concern raised was whether residential impact taxes, charged on a per-unit
basis, are regressive. An alternative would be to charge residential impact taxes on a per-
square-foot basis, so that the impact tax would be higher on larger {and presumably more
expensive) homes.

Before looking to ways to make impact taxes less regressive, we should examine the
idea that they are regressive at all. Like property taxes and income taxes, impact taxes are not
directly paid by the housing consumer — they are an added cost to the home builder. Staff does
not believe that we can simultaneously suggest that impact taxes are not (generally) passed
along ta homebuyers and claim that impact taxes charged on a per-unit basis have a regressive
effect on homebuyers. It also seems to us that of considerably greater interest to homebuyers
is: how much of the cost of new infrastructure is borne by themselves, rather than by the
homebuilder or original landowner?

Who exactly is paying the impact tax also figures into the utility of varying the tax in
order to change behavior. Staff has previously discussed our belief that varying impact tax rates -
by geography does not affect locational decisions — developers do not decide to develop in one
area of the County instead of another because the impact tax is lower. More recently, some
have floated the idea that charging the residential impact taxon a per-square-foot basis would
encourage developers to build smaller units®, or charging the impact tax on parking spaces
would encourage builders to provide a minimum number of parking spaces.

Staff does agree, though, that charging impact taxes on a per-square-foot basis makes
sense if larger housing units have, for example, greater trip or student generation than smaller
units. At the request of the County Council, we investigated the calculation of impact fees
based on dwelling unit size rather than type. :

1 on a multi-family building, the impact tax wouldn’t change unless the overall square footage of the building were
reduced. If the tax is assessed by square foot, then the impact tax on one hundred 1,250 square foot apartments is
the same as the impact tax on one hundred and twenty five 1,000 square foot apartments.
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Residential Impact Taxes on a Per Square Foot Basis

Staff conducted a nationwide search of jurisdictions that base impact fees on square
footage of new construction as well as searched the professional literature for further
information on the subject. Tischler and Bise, Fiscal, Economic and Planning Consultants,
developed an impact fee schedule for Missoula, Montana, based on floor area of single-family
housing this spring. We analyzed the methodology used and discussed the results with planning
staff in Missoula, Montana. Several jurisdictions in Florida also calculate impact fees based on
floor area using a slightly different approach (different jurisdictions have various data sources
as well as impact fees for differing services). We discussed several approaches with Professor
Arthur (Chris) Nelson of Virginia Tech, one of the most frequently cited experts in impact fees,
to shape our methodology.

School Impact Taxes by Square Foot

Although studies conducted for other parts of the country have demonstrated a
relationship between housing unit size and student generation, staff conducted our own
analysis using local data. To do this, we used GIS to link parcel file data (which contains housing
unit size) with data on household demographic characteristics and calculated student
generation rates for single-family dwelling units by size and by type. These student generation
rates were multiplied by the per seat cost of school construction in order to calculate school
construction cost impact by unit size and type.

By dividing the per unit costs by the mean square feet per unit, staff arrived at a school
impact tax in line with taxes calculated by unit type. Impact tax rates based on unit type and
impact tax rates based on unit size appear to be equivalent proxies for the demand for school
facilities. The draft impact tax based on square footage is approximately $8.15 per square foot
for single family detached houses, which would result in an impact tax on the mean existing
house size of $20,527. The impact tax for single-family attached houses would be $10.66 per
square foot resulting in $16,580 for the average sized single family attached house.

Data limitations did not allow for a calculation of the school construction cost per
square foot for muiti-family dwelling units; therefore, our analysis focused on single family
detached and attached dwellings. In addition, our linking of parcel file and demographic data
yielded some interesting relationships that staff would need some time to explore fully.

Staff is proposing further research and data collection related to impact takes, and we
suggest the most fruitful course will be to align impact tax studies with the sustainable quality
of life indicators.

Residential Transportation Impact Taxes by Square Foot

In Montgomery County, transportation impact tax rates vary by land use. For residential
land uses, transportation impact taxes are charged on a per-unit basis, with single-family
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detached homes paying the highest rates and multi-family senior residential paying the lowest
rates. The variation in these per-unit tax rates is due to va riation in trip generation.

The current set of transportation impact tax rates also vary by geographic location. The
current geographic variability in the tax rate structure {Metro Station Policy Areas at 50%,
Clarksburg at 150%) has been established to meet policy and fiscal objectives rather than by
technical analysis of trip generation rates.?

Assuming that the goal is find the best method so that transportation impact tax rates
vary according to trip generation, the issue is: what characteristic of land use is most closely
correlated to trip generation? Nationally, there are a variety of options available:

e The ITE Trip Generation report looks at trip generation by unit type (single-family
detached, etc), number of residents, and number of vehicles as separate, independent
variables {each with similar R-squared values on the causal relationship) for single-family
detached units and apartments. Data are unavailable for most of these variables for
some multi-family structures like high rises. For single-family housing units, ITE also
reports on acreage as an independent variable but the causal relationship is poor.

e MWCOG uses number of residents per dwelling-unit, the number of vehicles per
dwelling unit, and household income strata for trip generation in the long-range
forecasting process.

The Montgomery County Planning Department’s trip generation rates for use in Local
Area Transportation Review are based on data collected in Montgomery County. These rates
were developed without considering independent variables other than the number and type of
unit.

Most jurisdictions we have studied base their transportation impact tax rates solely on
the number of dweilling units by general type. Some jurisdictions have established rates for
either household size (e.g., Aspen, CO} or number of bedrooms (e.g., Livermore, CA) by
converting residents per dwelling unit to either bedrooms or square footage. As noted earlier,
several Florida jurisdictions charge residential transportation impact taxes by square foot.

Planning staff is not recommending that the County begin to charge residential
transportation impact taxes by square feet for the following technical reasons:

o The best trip generation rates for Montgomery County are those that have been locally
developed for Local Area Transportation Review. The development of those trip
generation rates did not take into account size of housing unit.

2 council staff has proposed to address this issue in Metro station policy areas by setting Metro station policy area
impact tax rates at 75% of the general district rates, saying that this differentia! is closer to the actual difference in
trip generation; We've found that the rate varies by land use type; while we agree that the 50% rate is too low for
most uses, we recommend further study before changing the relationship between MSPAs and the rest of the
County.
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« Inthe residential land use categories for which trip generation by square foot data are
available from ITE, we see no improvement gained in terms of data reliability. ITE data
are not available for all types of residential uses.

An intermediate step would be to calculate the variation in size of household (in people)
by size of housing unit in square feet, and then relate trip generation to size of household. Staff
conducted a similar approach in order to develop school impact tax rates by square foot
(discussed earlier in this report) by linking parcel file data to household-level demographic data.
As we mentioned, the parcel file/demographic data comparison yielded relationships that staff
would need some time to explore fully. Staff is proposing further research and data collection
related to impact taxes, and we suggest the most fruitful course will be to align impact tax
studies with the sustainable quality of life indicators.

In other words, if the County would like to pursue a transportation impact tax regimen
based on policy objectives, rather than solely on the basis of transportation impacts, we believe
the sustainable quality of life indicators program is an excelient opportunity for defining those
policy objectives. From Planning staff's perspective, this position implies transportation impact
tax rates should not be established by geographic districts (other than MSPAs where trip
generation rates can be expected to be significantly lower than elsewhere in the County).

Incorporating Trip Length and Weighted Diurnal Trip Generation Rates into the Calculation of
Tax Rates

in response to Council staff requests, Planning staff has conducted preliminary analyses
of revised transportation impact tax rates by:

e Including a trip length factor by land use to reflect vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), rather
than vehicle trips.

¢ Including a weighted diurnal distribution so that the tax rates are based on a formula of
25% AM peak hour, 25% PM peak hour, and 50% daily.

e Incorporating Clarksburg back into the general district, and

e Reflecting LATR trip generation rates for MSPAs (rather than the blanket 50% discount
in the current rates).

These changes have resulted in preliminary tax rates that are slightly higher than those
presented in the Planning Board’s May 21 report, with the exception of Clarksburg. Thisis due
in part to the fact that we have now projected both VMT and demographic growth for MSPAs
independently from the rest of the County (whereas the May 21 rates reflected countywide

growth).

This finding that the rates have increased may be counter-intuitive, but it raises a basic
issue about marginal cost recovery: if one wants to recover a specific marginal cost estimate,
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the ability to carve land use data into subsets containing multiple independent variables is
limited by the ability to forecast development according to those same variables. For example,
if we want to charge rates that vary by dwelling unit square footage, the important assumption
in marginal cost recovery of a target budget is not just the range of dwelling unit sizes we have
today, but rather the range of dwelling unit sizes we forecast through to the horizon year.

Such issues need not hinder the establishment of tax rates by policy; all jurisdictions
make these assumptions. It does, however, complicate the explanation of multiple rate
structures emanating from multiple sets of assumptions. We therefore believe it would be
premature to introduce multiple sets of transportation impact tax rates prior to completion of
the comprehensive, multi-agency study for FY 08 recommended in the Planning Board’s May 21
report. We have shared the technical information developed to date with Council staff.

Exempting Market Rate Units in “pffordable Housing Projects” from tmpact Taxes

In discussions with the County Council this summer, the Housing Opportunities
Commission {(HOC) noted that prior to 2001 the market rate units in a residential development
project containing 30 percent or more affordable units were exempt from impact taxes. At that
time the policy was changed to exempt only the affordable units. HOC suggested that the
broader exemption is needed to make it financially feasible for developers to have a higher mix
of affordable units in their projects.

planning staff was not able to conduct an in-depth analysis of this issue in the past
month. We note that the Planning Board has previously taken the position that exemptions and
other credits be limited to the affordable units and not more generally applied to the market
rate units in a project containing affordable units.

- Very recently, we have added a new member to the Research & technology Center staff,
Jacob Sesker, who has considerable experience preparing pro forma analyses for private sector
developers. Mr. Sesker is preparing analytical tools that will allow us to better address issues
like these in the future. Mr. Sesker's skill set, along with that of economist Pamela Dunn, has
substantially increased the Department’s economic analysis resources in the past year.

staff notes that in the worksessions that resulted in the workforce Housing law, the
Council did not exempt workforce housing units from impact taxes. That in and of itself is not
germane, but the Council also discussed a somewhat related issue: should residential
development projects that contain a.high proportion of affordable units be exempt from the
workforce housing requirement? The Council decided that if the entire project contains
sufficient affordable units to receive federal low- income housing tax credits, then no workforce
housing units would be required in that project. '
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Growth Policy and the County’s Economy

The Research & Technology Center of the Montgomery County Planning Department
closely tracks various economic indicators in order to better understand factors and trends
affecting the County’s economy. The Planning Department’s annual “Economic Forces” report
and the recently released “Housing Market Update” are among the many ongoing efforts of the
Research and Technology Center to inform the efforts of the Planning Department with in-
depth research and analysis.

In addition to these ongoing efforts, the RTC staff recently analyzed the importance of
the construction industry to the County’s economy by using well-respected methodologies and
models. RTC staff member Dr. Krishna Akundi, who has previously prepared analyses of the
County’s agriculture and association industries, analyzed the most current data available from
sources.such as the “Census of Construction” and the County Department of Finance's
“Quarterly Economic Indicators Report.” Dr. Akundi used the IMPLAN model to estimate the
econamic impact of new construction on the economy. The IMPLAN model is an input-output
model that is widely used to quantify the connections between industries in a local economy.
The connections between industries are based on data from a variety of federal government
sources including the Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and can
be measured in both jobs and dollars. '

Montgomery County, like jurisdictions across the nation, is currently experiencing a
downturn in new residential construction. This decline in new residential constructionis a
result of poar fundamentals in the local, regional and national real estate markets as well as
uncertainty in the broader financial sector. Between 2005 and 2006 (the most current year for
which data is available) overall construction spending in the County fell 7%. That decline can be
entirely accounted for by the decline in new residential construction. While non-residential
construction spending in Montgomery County increased between 2005 and 2006 that increase
was not enough to offset significant declines in new residential construction spending , which
dropped more than 14% from $742 million in 2005 to $635 million in 2006.

Consistent with the 2006 construction spending figures, there was a sharp decline in
sales of new single family detached homes in the first quarter of 2007. However, among the
new single-family detached homes that sold, the median sale price jumped to more than $1.1
million. This indicates that the single-family residential construction that did occur in 2006 was
heavily skewed to the high end of the housing market.

Staff tracks trends in new residential construction spending, in part to understand how
further declines might affect the broader Montgomery County economy. Spending on new
residential construction may continue to decline in the near future; however, it constitutes less
than one-quarter of the County’s entire construction industry and in 2005 constituted only
1.15% of the County’s total economic output.

66



Overall, Planning staff estimates that Montgomery County has a $64.4 billion economy,
5 percent of which is contributed by construction of all kinds. About 45 percent of all
construction activity is new construction (both residential and non-residential; so new
construction contributes about 2.3 percent to the County’s total economy.

There are a host of factors that contribute to the rise and fall of the construction
industry’s contribution to the County economy: national economic conditions, interest rates,
job creation by the County’s principal employers (such as the Federal government} and others.

Impact tax rate increases will not have long-term effects on the Montgomery County
economy. While such taxes may decrease the value of undeveloped or underdeveloped
residential land in the County, the taxes themselves will not discourage economic activity in the
County. To the extent that the transition period to the higher rates might discourage
construction activity in the short-term, the effect will be temporary and the impact on the
broader Montgomery County economy will be limited. Any negative economic impact of the
growth policy is likely to be much smaller than the positive impact that the growth policy will
have on the County’s fiscal stability. In forecasting the revenues from the impact fees currently
proposed by the Planning Board, the Finance Department did not foresee the rates causing a
- downturn in construction.

County Council Working Group on Infrastructure Financ<ing

In June the County Council established the Working Group on Infrastructure Financing
to recommend strategies to raise substantial revenue annually to fund much-needed projects
across the County. The group consists of seven members with a wide range of experience in
finance and three non-voting staff members. The group is looking at a broad range of options,
including some that would involve state enabling legislation. The group developed a preliminary
list of about 30 options and is currently weighing the options by the following criteria: potential
impact on bond rating, adequacy as a long-term source of revenue, fairness, collectability, iegal
feasibility, and contribution to other County goals. The Working Group was asked to issue its
final report to the County Council by September 30.

The Planning Board has discussed the utility of alternative financing mechanisms,
pointing out that impact taxes and other upfront charges require developers to use “the most
expensive money” that they have. Speciai taxing districts and other mechanisms are expected
to be included in the report, and the report’s issuance provides the Planning Board with an
opportunity to participate in that discussion.
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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING

Appendix F: Estimated Impact of New Construction Investment on the Montgomery County
Economy ‘

Summary: Planning staff estimates that Montgomery County has a $64.4 billion economy, 5 percent of
which is contributed by construction of all kinds. About 45 percent of all construction activity is new
construction; so new construction contributes about 2.3 percent to the County’s tota! economy.

QUESTIONS
This appendix addresses the following gquestions:
1. What is the size of the Montgomery County Economy?

2. What is the County’s Gross Product?
3. What is the construction industry’s contribution to gross product?
4. What is the impact of new construction on the county economy?
5, What is the construction multiplier?

FINDINGS

TABLE 1: Size and Impact of the Construction Industry on the Montgomery County Economy

Metric P Valu

Gross County Product * 2005 564,396,074,107
Construction Industry Product * 2005 $3,054,051,980
Economic Impact of New Construction Investment** 2005 $2,282,000,000
Economic impact of New Construction Investment** 2006 52,122,262,000
Economic Impact of New Construction Jobs** 2005 22,320
Economic Impact of New Construction Jobs** 2006 : 20,900

* Estimate derived by staff
**Economic impact model (direct + spin-off) results

METHODOLOGY

Research staff followed a three step process to answer the above five guestions—

" First, when and where available, data were collected from in-house or external published sources.
Second, as there is no published figure for Montgomery County’s gross county product, staff derived this
valued based on calculations recommended by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and other business
researchers. Third, to estimate economic impact, staff used the IMPLAN analysis model.

How to Derive Gross County Product? The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) publishes annual
gross product data by industry for the nation and the states. The BEA also publishes industry earnings
data for the nation, states, and counties. It is assumed that industry earnings represent a significant
fraction of gross state product. Since earnings data for each industry are available at the state and
county geographies, applying the county-to-state earnings by industry ratio to the gross state product by
industry would provide a rough estimate of a county’s product by industry; a summation of each
industry’s product would then result in the gross county product. Thus, using this methodology, staff
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derived the Gross County Product (GCP) for Montgomery County as well as the county’s construction
industry product.

How to determine the economic impact and multiplier? IMPLAN is a long-established and highly
regarded software program that allows the user to estimate the impact of new investment {or
disinvestment) on the economy. The software is based on the input-output model. Developers of the
software have generated models for every state and county in the nation. Research and Technology
Center purchased the model for Montgomery County some years ago when we were asked to analyze
the impact of Associations on the County economy. To calculate the economic impact of new
construction investment on the Montgomery County economy, staff returned to the IMPLAN software.

ANALYSIS

Size of the County Economy

Staff estimates that Montgomery County has a $64.4 billion economy: over one-fourth of the state’s

gross product is concentrated in Montgomery County. The construction industry represents almost 5

percent of the county’s gross product—statewide, construction represents 6 percent of the gross state

product. There are a number of metrics available to measure the size of an economy including

" employment, establishments, payroll, and industry earnings—these are provided in Table 2. Gross
product, however, is considered the best measure. :

Construction is also just under 7 percent of countywide industry earnings and the county’s workforce.
Data further show that 45 percent of the value of construction comes from new construction. The
Montgomery County Department of Finance reports that the value of new construction in fiscal year
2005 was $1.4 billion and $1.3 billion in fiscal year 2006—a seven percent drop in value. Thus in
conducting the analysis, staff focused on the impact of new construction investment.

TABLE 2: Size of the Montgomery County Economy

= &d d = () al'e O
L) Ono

Gross County Product * 2005 $64,396,074,107

Construction Industry Product * 2005 $3,054,051,980 : 4.7%
Industry Earnings*™ 2005 -$39,045,743,000

Construction industry Earnings** 2005 $2,621,698,000 6.7%
Total Employment*** 2006 464,945

Construction Employment*** 2006 30,887 6.6%
Number of Establishments*** 2006 32,671

Construction Establishments*** 2006 2,777 8.5%
Total Payroli*** 2006 $26,220,957,000

Construction Payroll*** 2006 $1,706,005,000 6.5% |

* Estimate derived by staff
*#|3 §. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Local Area Personal Income Series
*»» |) 5. Bureau of Labor Statistics, QCEW program
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Impact of New Construction on the Montgomery County Economy: Data inputs

The inputs or direct impact on the economy is the value of new construction. IMPLAN divides
construction into its component parts: new single family residential construction, new multifamily
residential construction, new non-residential construction, and other new construction. Data on the
value of new residential and new non-residential construction was taken from the Quarterly Economic
indicators Report prepared by the Montgomery County Department of Finance. The companent values
were estimated based on ratios derived from other sources (i.e., Research and Technology Center, and
Census of Construction). Because 2005 was the peak of the construction boom, and 2006 was the
beginning of the downturn, the impact from both scenarios is modeled. '

Table 3: Value of New Construction by Component

. 005 Value 006 Value il
New Residential $742,279,000 $635,271,000
New Single Family $720,010,630 $616,212,870 1.59
New Multi-Family $22,268,270 $19,058,130 1.63
New Non-Residential $544,333,000 $578,723,000
Mfg & Industrial $10,886,660 $567,148,540 1.60
Commercial & Inst. $533,446,340 511,574,460 1.67
New Other** $113,388,000 586,006,000 1.68
*IMPLAN-model

** Other types of new construction may include highways, roads, utility structures, farm houses.

Imbact of New Construction gn the Mantgomery County Economy; Model Results

The foundation of the IMPLAN software is an input-output structure of the local economy. The IMPLAN
developers have also incorporated employment, output, and income defauits into the model. Hence, for
example, if the analyst knows the value of new investment but not the number of new jobs or vice
versa, IMPLAN fills in the missing variable. Staff entered value data into the model and IMPLAN
generated the jobs numbers. The mode!, through a series of matrix algebraic equations, calculated the
impacts. The results show that because the construction industry, in 2005, invested $1.4 billion in the
County, other sectors of the economy—in response to this initial investment—generated almost
¢R82,000: a return of 0.62 cents for every new construction dollar. The downturn in the housing
industry, beginning in 2006, shows the construction industry investing $1.3 billion dollars into the
county economy. While proportionally the return on investment is about the same, other sectors of the
economy only generated $821,000 in response to new construction investment. In response to every
new construction job, other sectors of the economy created roughly one additional job.

Table 4: Dollar (3} and Job Impact of New Construction Investment .
Output {2005) jobs (2005)-: i, Quitput-(2006

obs (2006}

Direct $1,400,000,000 13,070 $1,300,000,000 12,300
Indirect $413,068,000 4,450 ~$383,647,000 4,100
Induced $468,597,000 4,800 $438,615,000 4,500
Total 2,282,000,000 22,320 $2,122,262,000 20,900
Multiplier 1.62 1.7 1.62 17

Note: values rounded
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The IMPLAN madel also itustrates which industries are most impacted by new construction
investments, aside from the construction industry itseif. The model can generate this information
because the unit cost relationship between industries is part of IMPLAN’s fundamental base structure.

Table 5: Industries most impacted by New Construction Investment in rank order
Rank industry Name ’ L oy m e ELTET T

Architecture and Engineering

Wholesale Trade '

Owner-Occupied Buildings

Restaurants

Real Estate, Rental & Leasing

e |WwiN|—

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Direct Impacts: These may be thought of as the revenues, jobs, and wages that a new business or
expanding business brings into the local economy-- or removes from the economy as the case might be.

Earnings by industry: The Bureau of Economic Analysis, as part of its Local Area Personal Income series,
reports on income generated from participation in current production. Income from current production
refers to the sum total of wages and salaries, employer contributions (to pension funds, insurance funds,
social security), and proprietor’s incomes by industry by geography

Gross Domestic Product: It is the total monetary value of all finished goods and services produced within
the boundaries of an economy on an annual basis. This measure allows analysts to gauge the
health/wealth of an economy: is it expanding or contracting?

Indirect Impacts: Any business expansion or new entry into a market will lead that business to make
purchases from and/or sales to local firms. Because of new demand, local firms are likely to create some
number of new jobs, increase wages and revenues. All this, in turn, will have an additional impact on the
overall economy. ’ '

Induced Impacts: While direct effects and indirect effects measure the impacts of business to business
interactions, induced effects are specific to the behavior of the labor force. What that means is,
employees of the new business and the related businesses will spend their earnings in the local
economy to purchase items such as food, transportation, housing, medical, etc.. This increased
consumer spending will have additional impacts on the overall economy.

Multiplier: Ratio that demonstrates by how much the economy will increase or decrease because of a
change in final demands.

Owner-occupied dwellings: This is a special industry sector developed by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis. It‘estimates what owner/occupants would pay in rent if they rented rather than owned their
homes. This sector creates an industry out of owning a home. Its sole product {or output) is ownership,
purchased entirely by personal consumption expenditures. Owner-occupied dwellings capture the
expenses of home ownership such as repair and maintenance construction, various closing costs, and
other expenditures related to the upkeep of the space in the same way expenses are captured for rental
properties.

Real Estate, Rental & Leasing: This sector includes establishments primarily engaged in renting, leasing,
or otherwise allowing the use of tangible or intangible assets. Tangible assets include buildings and
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equipment (without operator); intangible assets include patents and trademarks. Alsc included are
establishments involved in managing, selling, buying, and appraising real estate for others.

Spin-off Effect: Sum total of indirect and induced impacts
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DATE: September 28, 2007

TO: Council President Marilyn Praisner, PHED Committee Chair
Councilmember Nancy Floreen, PHED Committee members
Councilmember Marc Elrich, PHED Committee member

FROM: Jim Humphrey,
Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee, Montgomery County Civic Federation
5104 Elm St., Bethesda MD 20814/(301)652-6359/email-theelms518@earthlink.net

SUBJECT: 2007 Growth Policy

The MCCF Planning and Land Use Committee transmits to the County Council Planning,
Housing and Economic Development Committee members the following observations and
recommendations, prompted by the revised growth policy recommendations proposed to the
Planning Board by their Growth Policy Team in a memo dated September 24, 2007.

Sustainability, Quality of Life, and Design Quality

It is clear from the language in the Growth Policy Team memo that these initiatives have not
been considered in enough detail to be included in the 2007 Growth Policy. In their report,
staff introduces a new recommendation to "combine Sustainability and Quality of Life
indicators..." which were presented as two separate initiatives in the original set of Board
recommendations sent forward to Council in June (p.3, Sustainable Quality of Life
Recommendation #3). And they state that the effort to create a set of indicators for
Sustainable Quality of Life programs established in other jurisdictions has taken between 18
months and 2 years (p.3, Sustainable Quality of Life Recommendation #4). Staff also
recommends the convening of a Design Summit of public agencies to discuss creation by
July 30, 2008 of design quality standards to be applied to zoning ordinance rewrites, master
plan revisions, and development approvals--efforts that are not even elements of the County
Growth Policy (p.30, Design Excellence - Background).

Recommendation: We believe litile if any time should currently be spent on these efforts by
Council other than deciding whether or not to allow the Planning Board and its staff to
pursue further refinement, so they may bring more complete and detailed proposals to
Council for consideration at some future time.

Capacity Ceilings
Planning Board Chairman Hanson has stated his opposition to reinstatement of capacity

ceilings because they allow imposition of moratoria, which he has defined as "an admission
of failure.” Instead, we believe a capacity ceiling process that allows for cessation of
development approval in areas with insufficient infrastructure is an appropriate mechanism to
enable enforcement of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.

The Planning staff argument that "The effectiveness of staging ceilings as a tool to balance
jobs and housing is marginal, in both senses" is facile and unjustified (p.36, Staging ceilings).
Their assertion that "Overall zoning capacity and market conditions will have a greater effect
on the jobs-housing ratio" is belied by the fact that the "east-west disconnect” has existed for
decades (with a majority of housing for low to moderate income workers existing on the east
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 side of the downcounty, with a majority of jobs for those workers existing on the west side),
with only marginal improvement achieved due to zoning capacity or market conditions. By
use of capacity ceilings, the Council could insure that projects approved which create jobs
are directed to areas needing jobs, while those weighted toward creation of housing are
directed where housing is needed, provided there is infrastructure capacity in those areas to
accommodate such development.

As the Planning staff explained to the Council in 2003, the key difficulty with the use of
capacity ceilings came in breaking down traffic count data received from the State Highway
'Administration for state roads into proportional quantities to be applied in setting ceilings for
the county's policy areas. They asserted their workload could be greatly reduced if adjacent
areas were combined into no more than 10 or 12 "super planning areas" based, for example,
on location along a state road or similarity of land use. In spring 2006, the MCCF Planning
and Land Use Committee worked on just such an effort with advice from John Carter, Head

of Community Based Planning, and Karl Moritz, Head of the Research and Technology
Center (see Proposed Super Planning Areas, Attachment 1), with Karl acknowledging the
general success of the effort in being consistent with the General Plan and growth policy
objectives (see Moritz email, Attachment 2). '

Recommendation: Using reconfigured Super Planning Areas, reinstate a capacity ceiling
process whereby every two years the Council will sct a limit for new jobs and housing units
that can be approved in projects in each area over the ensuing two-year period, based on the
existing infrastructure capacity of the area as well as any infrastructure projects designated in
the CIP for funding and construction within four or six years (as decided by Council).
However, we note our concern that SPAs may be so large that specific locations within them
could be overwhelmed by development unsupported by infrastructure, allowed because there
is still remaining capacity in the larger area. This is similar to the problem with the schools
capacity test that results from "cluster averaging," in which the capacity of an individual
school may be greatly exceeded due to students generated from nearby development that is
approved because capacity remains elsewhere in the cluster.

Traffic Mitigation

In responding to the issue of staging ceilings, Planning staff states that "The PAMR
adjustment that we recommend (partial mitigation in policy areas that approach inadequacy)
is analogous to, but yields greater benefits than a system that meters out ‘free’ capacity until it
is gone, and then requires full mitigation from the next developer." First of all, a capacity
ceiling process does not meter out 'free’ capacity, since revenue from impact taxes levied on
each approved project to toward the cost of infrastructure needed to support that project.

Second, the idea that requiring full mitigation is an acceptable condition for continuing to
approve projects in an area where the capacity ceiling has been reached is Iudicrous, given the
lack of data to show that traffic mitigation measures have ever been, or ever could be, effective
in reducing the number of vehicle trips generated by a project. For example, it is unlikely the
traffic mitigation measures imposed on the LCOR project at White Flint (also known as the
North Bethesda Town Center project) will ever be adequately assessed, since the 4 or 5
vehicular access points in the development make it all but impossible for the Department of
Public Works and Transportation to verify, by means of required bi-monthly traffic counts,
whether the target for reduction in trips generated is being met. Also, Transportation Planning



Supervisor Dan Hardy has stated, "We recognize that there is not a direct correlation for the
LATR non-auto amenities and the trip-reduction vatues indicated in Table 3 of the LATR
Guidelines,” adding that only some LATR Traffic Mitigation Agreement Measures are
monitored for their impact on reducing trips generated by a project (see Hardy email,
Attachment 3).

Recommendation: We suggest the Council judge harshly any process that would allow the
Planning Board to continue to approve development projects in areas where the
transportation infrastructure is determined to be insufficient, when such approval would be
premised on imposition of traffic mitigation measures.

Additional Recommendation: :

- We strongly urge the Council to reject the Planning Board recommendation to delay
imposing any approved increase in impact taxes or, as happened in Febraary 2004 prior to.
the last increase, Department of Permitting Services will surely experience a rush of building
permit applications for projects as developers seek to avoid the pending increase.

QObservations

- We are surprised and disappointed at the failure of Planning staff to give any more than a
cursory explanation for their refusing Council requests for further study of certain proposals
(p-35, Review of Other Potential Growth Policy Adjustments), yet staff committed 5 pages in
Appendix F to economic impact of new development, apparently in response to a request
from Councilmembers Knapp and Floreen made in a September 18 memo.

- The Elementary, Middle and High School Capacity charts, inserted after page 58 in the
September 24 Planning staff report, contain inaccurate figures for the columns labeted "100%
MCPS Capacity With Amended FY07-12 CIP," which are based on MCPS enrollment
projects from October 2006. MCPS updated enroliment projections in November 2006, and
the new figures vary by as much as 50 students on certain grade levels in some clusters.

- It might be helpful for the Council to have a report on "Policy Areas That Would Have
Been in Moratorium in FY07 if Annual Growth Policy Had Not Been Altered by the County
Council in 2003," similar to the one created for the Planning Board by their staff in 2005 (in
9/1/05 memo from Karl Moritz to Board).

_ The Research and Technology Center has provided details on projects "in the pipeline”
(those having received preliminary or subdivision plan approval but are not yet built) which
may be of use to the Council in considering what changes to the growth policy are required at
this time--

Projects "in the pipeline” contain a total of 30,000 housing units--an amount that could
generate 11,000 more public school students--and 40 million square feet of commercial
space--sufficient to allow creation of 110,000 new jobs. In approving the preliminary plans
for these projects, the Planning Board has already determined that there will be adequate
"roads and public transportation facilities, sewerage and water service, schools, police
stations, firehouses and health clinics" to support and service the areas of the proposed
projects when built. (quoted text from Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, County Code

Sec.50-35)



ATTACHMENT 1
DRAFT ' April 4, 2006
Planning and Land Use Committee,

‘Montgomery County Civic Federation
Chair - Jim Humphrey (301)652-6359/theelms518@earthlink.net

CAPACITY CEILINGS - PROPOSED SUPER PLANNING AREAS

The issue of Super Planning Areas came about during the 2005 discussion of reinstating capacity
ceilings as part of the growth policy. Opinion of Park and Planning staff is that breaking out the
state traffic data into the current number of planning areas and setting so many different capacity
ceilings was too cumbersome and time consuming a task under the previous Annual Growth Policy.
But, the reinstatement of capacity ceilings is still believed to be the best method for limiting the rate
of growth and directing it to the areas of the county where it can best be accommodated.

In creating the foliowing 11 Super Planning Areas, care was taken to combine entire existing
planning areas rather than dissect them. The intent was to combine existing adjacent planning areas
that have similar zoning/development patterns, and to require fewer break outs for traffic data for the
major roads through the county*.

1) Bethesda/Chevy Chase (PA35), North Bethesda/Garrett Park (PA30)

2) Rockville (PA26), Gaithersburg & Vicinity (PA20), City of Gaithersburg (PA21)

3) Germantown (PA19), Clarksburg & Vicinity (PA13)

4) Potomac (PA29), Travilah (PA25), Damestown (PA24)

5) Lower Seneca (PA18), Poolesville & Vicinity (PA17)

6) Silver Spring (PA36), Takoma Park (PA3T)

7 Kensiﬁgton/Wheaton (PA31), Kemp Mill/Four Comers (PA32), Aspen Hill (PA27)

8) Colesville/White Oak (PA33), Fairland (PA34), Cloverly/Norwood (PA28}

9) Olney & Vicinity (PA23), Upper Rock Creek (PA22)

10) Patuxent (PA15), Goshen (PA14), Damascus & Vicinity (PA11)

11) Bennett & Little Bennett (PA10), Litte Monocacy Basin/Dickerson-Barnesville
(PA12), Martinsburg & Vicinity (PA16)

*For instance, under the above proposal there would be 4 break outs for traffic data for MD 355
instead of the previous 8 under the old Annual Growth Policy, and only 5 for the I-270 corridor

instead of the previous 8. l



ATTACHMENT 2

From: Karl Moritz <Karl.Moritz@mncppc-mc.org>
To: Jim Humphrey

Subject: New Growth Policy

Date: May 17, 2008 1:17 PM

Hi Jim,

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment, and for your patience in waiting for those
comments! It's exciting that the Civic Federation is working on this.

I hope you will find these comments helpful. Of course, these is a somewhat informal staff response
to your proposal; if you are ready for formal comments, let me know.

I'd be happy to meet with you or your committee at your convenience.

One thing | want to mention at the outset: the reason the old Annual Growth Policy used "policy
areas” rather than "planning areas" is because the "policy area” boundaries were more closely
tailored to traffic sheds. There is an enormous difference, for example, in the boundaries of the
Olney planning area and the Olney policy area (but no difference at all, for example, between the
North Bethesda planning and policy areas). The policy areas were com posed of "traffic zones" or
(now called "community analysis zones") which might be thought of as sub-traffic sheds. If the Civic
Federation's intention is that capacity ceilings be based on transportation facilities adequacy, you
may wish to use the old policy areas or the community analysis zones as the "building block" of
your new geographies. Using the community analysis zones would give you the most flexibility if
your intent is to conform as closely as possible to the contours of the General Plan areas, for
example. ' ’ :

That said, however, we think the proposed boundaries of the super planning areas are generally
consistent with the General Plan and with growth policy objectives. Particularly in the urban and
"suburban areas of the County, there is congruence between the proposed boundaries and those
proposed by the Planning Board in their recommended growth policy concept in 2003. Of course,
the Planning Board's boundaries were tailored in part to match with the Planning Board's growth
policy concept of annual aliocations of a maximum countywide rate of growth.

A major difference is that this proposal doesn't call out Metro station areas. Perhaps you are
planning other ways to allocate capacity to Metro station areas, or perhaps treating Metro station
- areas differently is not part of your proposal. As you know, the old growth policy allocated
development capacity to Metro station areas (the area more or less within walking distance of
Metro) separately from the rest of the policy area. :

e Bethesda/Chevy Chase and North Bethesda/Garret Park: With the exception of the
distinction of Metro station areas, this is the same boundary as the Planning Board
recommended in 2003.

o Kensington/Wheator/Aspen Hill/Four Corners: The Planning Board suggested that
Kensington and Wheaton be included with Silver Spring/Takoma Park, rather than with
Aspen Hill, because they have access to Metro, and that Aspen Hill be included with Olney.

e Cloverly/Fairtand/White Qak: The Planning Board included Cloverly with Oiney, rather than
Fairland and White Oak, but you can certainly make the case that Cloverly is in the same
traffic shed as Fairland and White Oak. :

« Rockville and Gaithersburg: The Planning Board suggested that the suburban area
surrounding Gaithersburg be treated separately from the municipality -- partly because of
differences in land use, but also because of the difficulty of administering the APFO over an
area that includes municipalities that don't have the same APF standards as we do.



Olney and Upper Rock Creek: You may recalt that in the old Annual Growth Policy, Upper
- Rock Creek was "lumped" in with the rural areas. It might make sense to continue to do
that, rather than connect it to Olney, if you want the traffic standards in Upper Rock Creek
to be more stringent than for Olney. Another issue I'd recommend that you think about:
whether you want to include the entire area encompassed by these two planning areas.
You might want to consider an area that is just composed of the old Olney policy area (the
southern, more suburban part of the Olney planning area), plus Upper Rock Creek if you
want it. Alternatively, you might want an area that consists of Upper Rock Creek, the
northern part of the Olney planning area, and the eastern fragment of the Patuxent
Planning Area (north of Cloverly and Fairland), which feeds traffic into lowerl-270 and
Georgia Avenue; and another that consists of Goshen, Damascus, the western fragment of
Patuxent (above Damascus) and the eastern part of the Bennett and Little Bennett
watershed area, which feeds (traffic-wise) into upper -270.

Clarksburg/Germantown: The Planning Board also proposed combining these two areas.
The Germantown and Clarksburg planning areas have the same boundaries as the policy
areas, by the way. .
Damascus/Patuxent/Goshen: You might consider including the northern portion of the
Olney Planning area in this area, so that this area stretches to the other (far eastern)
"piece" of the Patuxent planning area.

Bennett/Little Bennett Watershed to Martinsburg: We can divide the Benneti/Little Bennett
Watershed area so that the portion east of 1-270 is together with
Damascus/Patuxent/Goshen, and the portion on the western side of I-270 is with Little
Monocacy, etc. You might consider including these with the Poolesville and Lower Seneca
area, if you agree that both areas should have the same traffic congestion standards and
should have approximately the same pace of growth.

Also, | want to note that Park and Planning is proposing to conduct research and analysis on
growth in the next fiscal year (beginning July 1). We're calling it a "smart growth audit” but it is more
than that. One of the objectives is to lay the groundwork for proposing a new growth policy next
year, so we will want the public to be involved. Among the topics we are talking about looking at:

evaluating the amount, location and pace of future growth. Is it what we want, and if not,
what should we do to change it?

looking at completed development: is it what we planned? {zoning yields, quality of design,
other attributes important to the community)

adding public facilities in developed communities: what are the chalienges and what are
possible solutions?

I'd be happy to talk with you about the smart growth audit and get your perspective on what would
be useful analysis and how to best involve the community.

I hope F'll be seeing you tonight at the roundtable!

Sincerely,

Karl Moritz

<<agpolicy_page.pdf>> <<caz_|edger.pdf>>

Karl Moritz | Chief | Research & Technology Center| Montgomery County Dept. of Park &
‘ Planning
M-NCPPC | 8787 Georgia Avenue | Silver Spring, MD 20910

Ph: 301.495.1312 | Fax: 301.495.1305
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ATTACHMENT 3

From: Hardy, Dan <Dan.Hardy@mncppc-mc.org>

To: Jim Humphrey '

Cc: Kathy.Strom@verizon.net, "Hawthorne, Rick" <Rick.Hawthorne@mncppe-mc.org>, "Kines,
Charies" <Charles. Kines@mncppc-mc.org

Subject: RE: Traffic mitigation measures

Date: Jun 21, 2007 6:27 PM

Jim,

The types of mitigation the Planning Board may approve vary from case to case.

Some formal Traffic Mitigation Agreements (ltem 1 in LATR Section VI-A) may require
monitoring of site-generaied travel behavior, and we do work with DPWT to track

the performance of those cases. In cases where an amenity such as a piece of sidewalk
construction is the approved LATR trip-mitigation method (Item 2 in LATR Section

VI-A), however, there is no follow-up on that individual project regarding its impact

on traffic volumes.

We recognize that there is not a direct correlation for the LATR non-auto amenities
. and the trip-reduction values indicated in Table 3 of the LATR Guidelines. The
value of these amenities is in creating a transit-supportive, pedestrian-friendly
network that we believe will help all users in the area reduce reliance on private
auto travel.

1 expect we'll talk more about this topic with the PHED committee next week
- let me know if you have questions or comments in the interim.

Dan

Dan Hardy
Transportation Planning Supervisor
Montgomery County Planning Department
Maryland-Nationa! Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20810-3760
301-495-4530 phone
301-495-1302 fax
dan.hardy@mncppc-me.org

----- Original Message——

From: Jim Humphrey [mailto:theelms518@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 5:47 AM

To: Hardy, Dan

Cc: kathy.strom@verizon.net

Subject: traffic mitigation measures

Dan- ‘ : -

As a follow-up to the telephone message | 1&ft you yesterday, | am trying to find

out whether there is any data on relative effectiveness of the several traffic mitigation
measures included in the Local Area Transportation Review guidelines (listed in

Section VI-A of the LATR approved July 1, 2004). Am also wondering whether the
Department of Public Works and Transportation is doing periodic follow-up investigations



and enforcement of the various traffic mitigation measures imposed on specific development
projects as part of the Planning Board approval process, checking to see whether
Board-imposed mitigation measures are actually resulting in the required decrease
in vehicle trips generated by those projects. Thanks for any informatien you can
offer.
- Jim Humphrey
Chair, Planning and Land Use Committee, Montgomery County Civic Federation
(301)652-6359 day/evening/weekends
email - theelms518@earthlink.net

cc: Kathy Strom, Councilmember, Town of Chevy Chase





